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BEFORE  THE 


JUDICIAL    COMMITTEE 


AND 


LORDS  OP  HER  MAJESTY'S  MOST  HONOURABLE 


PRIVY  COUNCIL. 


In  re  McDOUGAL'S  PATENT.  j.  c* 

IRflT 

Leiiers  Patent — Subject  matter  knottm  chemical  substances  in  combination^  in  com-'         y^,^^ 
mon  ttse  before  and  after  grant —  Validity  ^—Prolongation  of  term^  conditions     Dec  4,  5. 
necessary  to  establish. 

It  is  essential,  in  order  to  obtain  an  extension  of  the  term  of  Letters 
Patent,  for  the  Petitioner  to  establish  (1)  that  the  invention  is  of  consider- 
able merit;  (2)  public  utility ;  and  (3)  inadequate  remuneration. 

Although  the  Judicial  Committee  will  not  adjudicate  upon  the  validity  of 
Letters  Patent,  the  term  of  which  is  sought  to  be  prolonged,  yet  where  it 
appears  from  the  specification  that  the  subject  matter  is  not  sufficient  to 
sustain  such  Patent^  they  will  not,  in  the  exercise  of  their  discretion,  recom- 
mend the  Cro^vn  to  extend  the  term. 

Where,  therefore,  the  specification,  of  a  Patent  described  it  as  improve- 
ments in  treating,  deodorising  and  disinfecting,  sewage  and  other  offensive 
matter,  and  also  for  deodorising  and  disinfecting  in  general,  and  as  being 
composed  of  two  ordinary  well-known  chemical  acids  in  combination,  such 
acids  being  in  common  use  for  disinfecting  purposes  by  the  public  before  and 
after  the  Letters  Patent : — Eeld^  not  to  be  an  invention  of  such  merit  and 
utility  as  to  justify  an  extension,  to  the  detriment  of  the  public  in  the 
use  of  known  sanitary  agents. 

iHE  Petitioner,  McBougd,  and  Dr.  Angus  Smith  were  joint 
Patentees  of  a  Patent  granted  to  them  on  the  20th  of  January, 

♦  Present ;— Sib  William  Eble,  Sir  James  William  Colvilb,  Sir  Edward 
Vauqhan  Wiluams,  and  Sir  Richard  Torin  Kinderslby. 


mcd0ugal*s 
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J.  a  1854,  described  as  "Improvements  in  treating,  deodorising,  and 
1867  disinfecting,  sewage  and  other  offensive  matter,  which  said  im- 
In  re  provements  are  also  applicable  to  deodorising  and  disinfecting 
in  general."  Dr.  Angus  Smith  afterwards  assigned  his  interest 
in  the  Patent  to  the  Petitioner. 

The  petition,  in  substance,  stated  that  the  invention  was  of  great 
public  utility,  and  greatly  beneficial  to  the  public  health,  and  had 
been  extensively  used  by  the  Government,  Corporate  and  other 
public  bodies  in  public  works ;  that  it  was  the  result  of  a  series 
of  experiments  made  by  the  Petitioner  and  Dr.  Angus  Smith, 
arrived  at  after  great  expense  of  time  and  labour,  with  a  view 
to  the  removal  of  all  offensive  smells  from  sewage  and  other 
offensive  matter,  and  the  separation  or  preservation  of  such  part 
of  them  as  were  useful  as  manure ;  and  starting  with  the  fact, 
that  the  gaseous  emanations  from  foecal  and  other  organic  matter 
were  sulphuretted  hydrogen  and  phosphuretted  hydrogen,  either 
free  or  in  combination  with  ammonia,  and  that  the  fertilizing 
elements  to  be  preserved  were  phosphoric  acid  and  ammonia,  tlie\' 
discovered  that  the  conditions  of  the  case  could  be  met  by  means 
of  a  compound  which  should  contain  two  acids,  namely,  sulphur- 
ous acid  and  carbolic  acid,  and  two  bases,  namely  magnesia  and 
lime,  the  four  forming  together  two  salts,  sulphate  of  magnesia 
and  carbolate  of  lime.  That  in  cases  where  the  manure  or  other 
matter  was  in  a  very  advanced  state  of  decomposition  and  contained 
a  larger  percentage  of  ammonia,  the  Patentees  found  it  would  be 
useful  to  add  a  soluble  phosphate,  so  that  sufficient  phosphoric  acid 
might  be  present  to  form  the  triple  compounds.  That,  in  short, 
all  the  conditions  of  the  case  were  fulfilled  by  using  sulphurous 
acid  to  remove  offensive  smells,  carbolic  acid  to  remove  putrefac- 
tion, a  little  lime  to  neutralize  and  dry  the  carbolic  acid,  and 
magnesia  to  combine  with  and  preserve  the  phosphoric  acid  and 
ammonia,  and,  in  special  cases,  a  soluble  phosphate  to  prevent  the 
loss  of  any  of  the  ammonia.  That  such  combination  produced  a 
fine,  dry  powder,  exceedingly  simple  to  use,  and  adapted  both  for 
use  in  large  operations  with  sewage,  or  in  Stables  and  Cattle  sheds, 
and  also  for  use  in  sick  rooms,  nurseries,  and  offices.  And  tlio 
petition  further  alleged,  that  although  the  Government  departments 
had  adopted  his  invention,  yet  he  had  not  been  repaid  for  the  time 
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and  money  spent  in  the  introduction  of  an  invention  so  irapor-  j.  o. 
tant  and  of  such  practical  utility,  and  prayed  for  an  extension  of  i867 
fourteen  years,  j^  ^ 

McDouoal's 

Mr.  Grove,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Lawson^  for  the  Petitioner.  Patent. 

Mr.  Hannen  appeared  for  the  Crown. 

Their  Lordships,  after  hearing  the  evidence  of  the  Petitioner, 
from  which  it  appeared  that  his  invention  was  generally  for  de- 
odorising and  disinfecting  sewage  and  other  offensive  matters,  by 
means  of  a  compound  of  sulphurous  acid  and  carbolic  acid ;  and 
that  there  had  not  been  any  adequate  remuneration  for  the  inven- 
tion, as,  although  the  public  largely  used  the  chemical  substances 
contained  in  the  Patent  for  disinfectant  and  other  purposes,  they 
refused  to  buy  the  patented  article,  stopped  the  case. 

Sib  William  Erle  : — 

I  am  instructed  by  their  Lordships  to  say,  that  they  will  not 
trouble  you,  Mr.  HanneUy  to  proceed  with  your  cross-examination 
of  the  Petitioner,  who  has  tendered  himself  as  a  witness. 

This  is  an  application  to  the  Judicial  Committee,  under  its  sta- 
tutable jurisdiction,  for  the  extension  of  the  term  of  a  Patent ;  and 
it  is  dear  that  that  extension  ought  not  to  be  granted  unless  their 
Lordships  are  satisfied  that  the  original  invention  is  of  consider- 
able merit,  that  it  is  of  public  utility,  and  that  there  has  been 
inadequate  remuneration. 

It  is  not  the  duty  of  the  Judicial  Committee  upon  such  an  ap- 
plication to  adjudicate  upon  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  Patent 
itself  (1),  but  they  must,  in  deciding  whether  the  above  conditions 
have  been  established,  ascertain  the  meaning  of  the  specification. 
Their  Lordships,  in  this  case,  have  no  intention  to  put  a  construc- 
tion upon  it,  as  would  be  necessary  in  the  case  of  hostile  litigation 
— but  they  have  considered  the  description  of  the  invention  given 
by  the  Petitioner's  Counsel,  and  they  are  of  opinion,  that  the  speci- 
fication does  not  contain  the  grant  of  an  invention,  such  as  has  been 
described  by  Mr.  Qrove.  They  have  also  heard  the  evidence  given 
by  the  Petitioner  himself,  and  they  are  of  opinion,  that  the  specifi- 

(1)  See  Kay's  Patenty  3  Moore's  was  granted  pending  a  suit  in  respect 
P.  C.  Cases,  24,  where  an  extension      of  the  validity  of  the  Patent. 

3  B  2 
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J.  C-        cation  dofs  not  coDtain  an  invention  sach  as  has  been  deserited  bv 

m 

I  j;/r7        the  Petitioner  himself  in  support  of  his  own  petition.  Whaterer  may 

/»  re        ^^'  *^^  inrention  intended  to  be  patented  by  him  and  Dr.  Angus 

W\hMiM:%  f^,^{f\  ^Q  hare  considered  it  with  reference  to  the  CTidence,  and 

with  reference  to  the  oonstmction  of  the  specification  itself,  and  we 

are  of  opinion,  that  the  restriction  by  Patent  from  general  nse,  of 
the  combination  of  the  articles  referred  to,  namely,  snlphnrons  acid 
or  carbolic  acid,  in  the  mode  described,  as  producing  yery  important 
effects,  wonld  be  a  great  public  detriment ;  and  we  do  not  discover 
ifi  the  invention  sneh  merit  and  utility  as  shoold  induce  us  to  grant 
an  extension  of  the  monopoly  asked  for,  producing,  as  it  might,  so 
much  detriment  to  the  public  in  the  use  of  an  antidote  to  a  species 
of  plague.  .Therefore,  this  being  entirely  a  matter  for  the  discretion 
of  their  Ix>rd8hips,  we  are  not  inclined  to  recommend  to  Her  Majesty 
that  any  extension  of  this  Patent  should  be  granted. 

Solicitor  for  the  Petitioner :  /.  Henry  Johnson. 
Solicitors  for  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown. 


•TO.*      JEAN  BAPTISTE  RENATJD Appellant; 

n^x     JOSEPH  GUILLET,  dit  TOUBANGEAU  .    .    Respondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH  OF  LOWER 

CANADA. 

Lotoer  Canada,  law  of—Wm — Devise  of  immavedbles — Bestratni  on  alienation 

or  incumbrance, 

A  Testator,  in  Lower  Canada,  by  his  Will,  devised  and  bequeathed  Iiis 
moveable  and  immoveable  property,  in  specified  portions,  to  his  children,  and 
directed  that  they  should  not  in  any  manner  incumber,  affect,  mortgage,  sell, 
exchange,  or  otherwise  alienate  the  immoveables  being  in  their  respective 
lots,  as  devised  by  the  Will,  until  the  period  of  twenty  years  from  his  death. 

Part  of  the  immoveable  property  so  devised  to  one  of  the  children,  who  had 


*  Present : — Lord  Romilly  (The  Masteb  of  the  Rolls),  Sir  James  William 
CoLviLK,  Sill  Edwaiid  Vauqhan  WiLTiiAMs,  and  Sib  Richard  Torin  Kiitderslet. 
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confessed  judgment  in  favour  of  a  creditor,  was  seized  by  the  Sheriff  in  execu-         j,  o. 

lion,    llie  Court  of  Queen  s  Bench,  on  appeal,  reversing  the  decision  of  the 

Judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  held  tliat  the  restriction  in  the  Will  was 

valid  according  to  the  law  in  force  in  Lower  Canada.    Such  decision  reversed      Renaud 

by  the  Judicial  Committee,  as  being  contrary  to  the  general  principles  of  juris-  m       ^' 

prudence  as  well  as  the  old  French  Law  prevailing  in  Lower  Canada^  founded  '       * 

on  the  Civil  Law. 

1  HE  Appellant  was  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  Kespondent.  The 
appeal  was  brought  to  decide  the  right  to  certain  lands  and  tene- 
ments in  possession  of  the  Bespondent  which  were  taken  in  execu- 
tion by  the  Sheriff  of  Quehec^  under  a  writ  of  Fieri  Facias  issued 
upon  the  Appellant's  judgment,  imder  the  following  circumstances. 

The  Bespondent,  on  the  29th  of  November,  1856,  confessed 
judgment  in  favour  of  the  Appellant  for  the  sum  of  £1,884. 18s.  3df. 
On  the  6th  of  April,  1859,  a  writ  of  Fieri  Facias  was  issued 
against  the  Kespondent  for  the  sum  of  £1,892.  148,  5(Z.,  being  the 
amount  of  principal,  interest,  and  costs  due  upon  this  judgment, 
under  which  execution  the  sum  of  £105.  15d.  4(2.  was  levied  and 
paid  to  the  Appellant.  On  the  23rd  of  November,  1860,  a  writ 
of  Alias  Fieri  Facias  was  issued  against  the  Bespondent  to  recover 
the  sum  of  £1,782.  9s,  9(2.,  being  the  balance  then  due  on  the 
judgment,  and  under  that  writ  the  Sheriff  seized  the  lands  and 
tenements  of  the  Bespondent  in  question  in  this  appeal.  The 
Bespondent  filed  an  opposition  afin  SannvRer  to  the  seizure, 
alleging  that  the  property  had  come  to  him  imder  the  Will  of  his 
Father,  and  that  by  a  clause  in  the  Will  it  was  expressly  directed 
that  the  Testator's  children  should  not  in  any  way  incumber, 
affect,  mortgage,  sell,  exchange,  or  otherwise  alienate  the  immove- 
ables being  in  their  respective  lots,  under  the  Will,  until  after 
twenty  years  from  the  death  of  the  Testator ;  that  the  Testator 
died  in  the  year  1855,  and  that  the  lands  and  tenements,  therefore, 
could  not  be  charged  or  alienated  by  the  Bespondent,  and  were  not 
liable  to  seizure. 

The  clause  in  question  was  as  follows:  "  Qiuitorztemement. — Je 
veux  et  fordonne  expressemerd  que  mes  dits  enfans  ne  puissent  en 
aucune  maniere  engager,  affecter,  hypothequery  vendre,  echanger  ou 
avirement  aiiener  les  liens  immevhles  etant  dans  leurs  lots  respectifs 
Sapres  les  deux  partages  qvs  fen  ai  faits  eomnie  ci-dessus,  qu'apres 
vingt  ans  a  compter  du  jour  de  man  dices,  sous  peine  de  nvJliU  de 


6  CASKS  IN  THE  PBIVY  COUNdK  [T.  R. 

J.C.       iou8  odes  qu'ihferant  contraires  a  man  intention  a  T exception  toiite- 

1867       fais  de  Femplaeement  situe  en  la  paroisse  de  St,  Roch  de  Quebec^  sur 

Besaud     ^  niveau  nord  de  la  Bue  des  Fosses,  et  deerit  en  le  present  testament, 

-,  .  *•      ,  dont  le  deterUeur  et  possesseur  pourra  disposer  en  toute  propriete 

qtiand  et  comme  ton  lui  semhlera  dujour  de  mon  deees" 

The  Appellant  filed  a  defense  aufonds  en  droit,  and  an  exception 
pSremptoire  to  the  opposition.  The  defense  aufonds  en  droit  was 
first  argued,  and  on  the  5th  of  May,  1862,  the  Judge  of  the  Superior 
Court  (Mr.  Justice  Taschereau),  gave  judgment  in  the  Appellant's 
favour,  on  the  ground  that  the  clause  in  the  Testator  s  Will  pro- 
hibiting alienation  was  void  according  to  the  Canadian  Law,  and 
dismissed  the  opposition  with  costs. 

From  this  judgment  the  Kespondent  appealed  to  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  consisting  of  Justices  Ayltvin,  Duval,  Meredith, 
Monddet,  and  Berthdot,  which  Court,  on  the  16th  of  March,  1863, 
reversed  the  decision  of  the  Superior  Court,  on  the  ground  that 
the  restriction  being  limited  to  twenty  years  was  valid  (Mr.  Justice 
Duval  and  Mr,  Justice  Meredith  dissenting),  and  remitted  the 
record  to  the  Superior  Court. 

The  Appellant  applied  for  leave  to  appeal  therefrom  to  Her 
Majesty  in  Council,  but  leave  was  refuser!,  on  the  ground  that  the 
proceeding  was  interlocutory. 

On  the  16th  of  October,  1863,  the  Appellant,  by  leave  of  the 
Court,  filed  a  defense  au  fonds  en  fait,  and  also  an  amended 
exception  perpetueUe,  which  alleged  that  by  a  contract  of  marriage 
made  between  Joseph  Chiillet,  dit  Tourangeau,  the  elder  and  Judith 
Kenmer,  dit  Laflamme,Jii  was  agreed  that  there  should  be  between 
them  a  community  of  goods  according  to  the  custom  of  Paris,  that 
the  lands  and  tenements  in  question  formed  part  of  the  possessions 
so  held  in  common  by  them,  that  Judith  Kenmer,  dit  Lajlamme, 
died  before  her  husband,  and  by  her  Will  left  her  share  of  the 
property  absolutely  to  her  children,  of  whom  the  Kespondent  was 
one,  and  that,  therefore,  if  the  clause  in  the  Will  of  Joseph  CruiUet, 
dit  Tourangeau,  the  elder  were  valid  and  of  force,  which  the 
Appellant  by  the  exception^  denied,  it  could  only  aflFect  the  one- 
half  of  the  property  which  passed  by  that  Will,  and  that  as  to  the 
other  half  of  the  property  the  opposition  should  be  dismissed. 

To  the  above  exception  the  Respondent  filed  a  special  answer 
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which  alleged — first,  that  by  a  deed,  dated  the  25th  of  November,       j.  c. 
1856,  he  had  conveyed  all  the  profits  of  the  houses  and  lands  in        18G7 
question  that  should  accrue  within  twenty  years  from  the  decease      benaud 
of  liis  Father,  and  to  which  he  was  entitled  under  the  Will  of  his  ^      *'• 

Father,  to  the  Appellant,  who  had  accepted  the  same,  and  had        

thereby  recognised  the  Will  of  Joseph  OuiUety  dit  Tourartffeau,  the 
elder ;  secondly,  that  subsequently  to  the  seizure  of  the  lands  in 
question  the  Appellant  had  taken  in  execution  and  sold  goods  of 
the  Respondent  to  the  value  of  £3,000,  which  had  come  to  him 
under  the  Will  of  his  Father,  and  the  division  of  property  made 
in  accordance  therewith,  and  that  the  Appellant  having  so  recog- 
nised the  Will  of  TourangeaUy  and  the  partition  of  goods  there- 
under, and  having  received  advantage  under  it,  was  not  entitled 
now  to  dispute  its  effect ;  thirdly,  that  if  the  provisions  of  the 
Will  of  Touranffeau  were  not  to  be  carried  out  with  respect  to  the 
lands,  the  Appellant  should  first  have  compelled  a  new  division  of 
the  property,  under  the  respective  Wills  of  Touranffeau  and  his 
wife,  between  their  children,  and  that  if  such  division  had  been 
made  the  Respondent  would  have  received  a  much  smaller  share 
of  the  property,  to  the  injury  equally  of  the  Appellant  and  his 
other  creditors.    Upon  this  answer  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  heard  upon  the  merits  on  the  10th  and  11th  of 
March,  1864,  before  the  Hon.  Mr.  Justice  Taschereau,  who,  on  the 
15th  of  April,  1864,  gave  judgment  for  the  Appellant,  on  the 
same  grounds  as  those  expressed  in  his  former  judgment,  stating 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  having  been 
interlocutory  and  an  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  refused  on 
that  ground,  the  judgment  was  not  binding  on  him,  and  that  he 
adhered  to  his  former  judgment. 

From  this  judgment  the  Respondent  again  appealed  to  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  consisting  of  the  Chief  Justice  Buval, 
Justices  Aylwiuy  Meredith^  Drummond,  and  Mondelet,  when  the 
majority  of  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below,  as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  restriction  contained  in 
the  Will  in  question,  was  well  founded,  but,  on  the  20th  of  Sep- 
tember, 1865,  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  for  the 
then  Appellant,  on  the  ground  that  the  fonner  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was  binding  between  the  parties,  subject 
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h  C.       only  to  reTifiion  hj  Her  Majesty  in  Conncil,  and,  mth  respect  to 
I8(n^       his  amended  exception,  that  the  seizure  was  void,  being  made  of 
BnrACD     whole  of  the  tenements. 
^      *'  From  this  iodsinent  Mr.  Justice  MeredUh  dissented   Mr.  Justice 

Manddet  also  dissented  from  so  much  of  the  judgment  as  decided 

that  the  former  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was 
binding  upon  the  Superior  Court 

The  Justices  Atfimn,  Berthdoi,  and  Merediihy  transmitted  their 
opinions  and  reasons  for  their  respectire  judgments. 

Mr.  Justice  Aylwin,  after  stating  the  facts  and  the  judgments 
of  the  5th  of  May,  1862,  and  the  16th  of  March,  1863,  stated  his 
opinion  in  these  terms : — **  I  am  of  opinion,  that  this  latter  judgment 
is  correct,  and  that  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  was  wrong, 
inasmuch  as  the  last  relied  upon  the  law  of  France  exclusiyely, 
without  reference  to  the  law  of  Lower  Canada,  which  is  the 
gOYeming  law.  The  eotmderani  or  reasons  giyen  by  Mr.  Justice 
Tasehereau,  who  decided  the  cause  in  the  first  instance,  appeared 
to  me  to  be  insufficient.  First,  because  it  is  stated,  that  *Ia 
defense  d^alUner  corUenue  en  telle  clause  du  dit  testament  eontietU 
une  defense  d'aliener  qui  ne  peui  en  hi  produire  d'effet  serieux  et 
doit  plutot  etre  consideree  camme  renfermant  un  conseQ  plutot  quune 
defense  serieuse  d^aiiSner.^  I  cannot  understand  how  a  Will  like 
that  of  the  Testator,  which  forbids  any  and  erery  alienation  to  be 
made  within  twenty  years  from  the  day  of  the  death  of  the 
Testator,  and  directs  that  any  and  all  deeds  and  instruments 
contrary  to  the  intention  of  the  Testator  shall  be  null  ''  sous 
peine  de  nuUiie  de  tons  actes  qu'ib  feront  contraires  a  mon  inten- 
tion,*' can  be  interpreted  as  not  being  serious,  and  as  merely 
conveying  a  simple  counsel  or  advice  to  be  followed  or  to  be 
disregarded  either  by  the  Legatee  or  Devisee,  or  by  a  Creditor, 
as  the  case  may  be.  Ever  since  the  41  Geo.  3,  c.  4,  in  Lower 
Canada  (Consolidated  Statutes,  c.  34,  p.  321)  we  have  an  express 
enactment  which  altered  the  old  French  law.  By  sect.  2  of  the 
Consolidated  Statute  it  is  declared  *that  every  person  of  sound 
intellect  and  of  age,  having  the  legal  interest  of  his  or  her  rights, 
may  devise  or  bequeath  by  last  Will  and  Testament,  whether 
the  same  be  made  by  a  husband  or  wife  in  favour  of  each  other, 
or  in  favour  of  one  or  more  of  their  children,  as  the  Testator  sees 
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meety  or  in  favour  of  any  other  person  or  persons  whatsoever,  all        J.  0. 
and  every  their  lands,  goods,  or  credit,  whatever  bo  the  tenure        1867 
of  such  lands,  and  whether  they  be  "j^rop^es,"  ^^acquelSy'  or  *'con-      Benaud 
qvMsP  without  reserve,  restriction,  or  limitation  whatsoever.*     I  lI'o^JJ^^^.QKJ^^; 

can  only  see  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  as  directly        

contrary  to  the  Statute.  Under  the  old  French  law,  a  defense 
d'aliener,  if  perpetual,  without  an  entail  or  substitution,  or  an 
indication  of  another  party  who  was  to  take  the  property 
bequeathed,  and  to  carry  out  the  condition  which  was  broken 
by  the  Legatee,  was  regarded  as  null  and  void.  But  the  doctrine 
of  Bieard  and  Pothier  had  only  reference  to  a  perpetual  or  an 
unlimited  defense  d'cUiener,  and  had  no  relation  to  a  temporary 
defense  for  a  time  limited  (Troplong^  "  Donations,''  No.  271,  JDemo- 
hmhe,  vol.  xviii.  No.  294).  Another  considerant  again  appears 
to  me  to  be  erroneous ;  it  is  this :  '  ^  la  clause  susdite  ne  lyeut 
itre  considerSe  connme  Uguant  la  propriete  ou  la  possession  des  diis 
immetibles  au  Defendeur  a  titre  d'alimens  ou  comme  insaisissahle  a 
iiwins  d^une  stipulation  expresse  a  cet  egard  ;*  as  to  stipulation,  it 
could  not  be  found  in  a  Will,  but  if  it  be  a  condition  that  the 
alienation  during  twenty  years  shall  be  null,  and  if  it  be  the  result, 
ex  vi  terminiy  that  the  property  becomes  insaisissahle,  the  Will 
must  carry  out  the  bequest  whatever  may  be  the  form;  the 
substance,  that  is  the  intention  of  the  Testator,  must  be  carried 
out.  In  the  words  of  the  judgment  in  appeal,  it  is  more  correct 
to  say  that '  la  prohibition  d'aliSner  doit  etre  repuiSe  equivaloir  a  une 
clause  d'insaisissabiUiS  temporaire'  So  much,  then,  with  reference 
to  the  first  judgment.  I  come  now  to  the  judgment  of  the 
Sui)erior  Court  of  the  5th  of  May,  1862,  by  Judge  Taschereau, 
upon  which  the  same  appeal  has  been  brought;  which  is  the  judg- 
ment of  the  20th  of  September,  1865 ;  when  the  Court  was  com- 
posed of  the  Honourable  the  Chief  Justice  Duval,  and  of  Aylmn, 
Meredith,  Drummond,  and  Monddet,  Justices,  and  the  judgment 
of  the  Superior  Court  was  again  reversed.  Justices  Meredith  and 
Drummond,  dissentientibus.  It  is  necessary  to  notice  that  upon  the 
return  of  the  record  to  the  Court  below,  the  Eespondent  obtained 
permission  to  file  another  plea  of  perpetual  exception*"  in  lieu  of 
that  originally  pleaded,  and  the  parties  having  again  proceeded 
before  the  same  Judge,  the  second  judgment  of  the   1 5th  of 
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J.O.  April,  1864,  was  rendered.  The  judgment  of  tins  Court,  which 
1S67  was  delivered  on  the  20th  of  September,  1865,  reverses  this 
Renaud  ^^st  judgment,  and  contains  a  narrative  of  the  proceedings  which 
occurred  after  the  amended  plea  of  exception  pleaded.  It  is  to 
be  observed  that  the  second  judgment  is  precisely  the  same  as 
the  first  with  reference  to  the  question  of  defense  d'aliener;  it 
is,  therefore,  unnecessary  that  anything  further  should  be  added 
to  what  has  already  been  said.  With  reference  to  that  portion 
of  the  second  judgment  of  Judge  Taschereau  which  relates  to 
the  rights  asserted  on  the  part  of  the  Eespondent  with  reference 
to  Judith  Kenmer,  the  wife  of  the  Testator,  it  is  only  necessary 
to  state  that  to  enable  the  Eespondent  to  claim  the  share  of  the 
Appellant  it  would  be  necessary  that  there  should  be  a  partaffe, 
or  partition,  of  the  whole  of  the  property  of  Tourariffeau  and  his 
wife,  as  the  communaufe  de  hiens,  to  be  divided  between  the 
heirs.  But  to  do  this  it  would  be  required  that  a  new  suit  should 
be  brought  to  effect  the  partition,  hence  the  opposition  would  still 
be  maintained  instead  of  being  rejected." 

Mr.  Justice  Bertlieloi,  who  had  been  the  Judge  Su]}pleant  on  the 
case  being  determined  on  the  Interlocutory  decree  on  the  16th  of 
March,  1863,  but  not  on  the  final  decree  of  the  20th  of  September, 
1865,  concurred  with  the  majority  of  the  Judges,  and  sent  his 
reasons  with  the  record,  citing  Trophng,  "  Donations,''  No.  271 ; 
Demolombe,  Tom.  18,  Nos.  294,  308, 334 ;  Pandects,  vol.  xii.,  p.  245  ; 
and  referring  generally  to  Bicard  and  Pothier. 

Mr.  Justice  Meredith,  who  differed  from  the  other  Judges,  and 
whose  judgment  was  approved  and  adopted  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee, sent  the  following  reasons  for  his  judgment  upon  the  question 
raised  by  the  appeal : — "  The  principal  question  to  be  decided  in  this 
cause  is,  as  to  the  effect  to  be  given^  to  a  testamentary  disposition 
made  subject  to  a  provision  to  the  following  effect : — Avee  defense 
dJ  engager,  affeder,  hypothequer,  vendre,  echanger,  ou  autrement  aliener 
les  dits  hiens  immeuhles  qxCa'pres  vingt  ans  a  compter  du  jour  du 
dices  du  Testateur,  sous  peine  de  nullite  de  tous  actes  qu'ils  feront 
contraires  a  la  dite  intention  du  Testateur.  Property  held  by  the 
Appellant  under  the  foregoing  provision  has  been  seized ;  an 
opposition  founded  on  it  was  filed  by  the  Appellant  in  the  Court 
below ;  and  it  is  from  a  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  dismissing 
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the  opposition  so  filed  that  the  present  case  comes  before  us.  On  J.  C. 
the  part  of  the  Eespondent  it  is  contended  that  a  simple  defense  1867 
d!dliener  does  not  create  a  substitution,  and  is  not  in  any  respect  Renaud 
binding  in  law,  and,  therefore,  that  notwithstanding  such  a  pvohi-  tquj^^^^q^au 
bition  the  donee  or  legatee  may  make  a  valid  alienation  of  the  — 
property  to  which  it  refers.  In  support  of  this  view  the  Ee- 
spondent has  referred  to  Ricard,  who  says : — *  Les  Lois  ont  resold 
par  une  decision  genSrdle,  que  lorsque  la  prohibition  est  pure  et  simple 
et  sans  cause  qu'eUe  ne  produit  aucun  effet,  et  que  non-seulement  les 
heritiers  ah  iniestat  du  Testateury  ni  de  cdui  a  qui  les  defenses  ont 
tie  faiteSy  n'ont  droit  de  pretendre  aucun  fdei-commis  en  leur 
faveur,  niais  aussi  que  Vinstitue  ou  le  legataire  ne  laisse  pas, 
nondbstant  la  prohibition,  d' avoir  la  liberie  d'aliSner.^  (1)  The 
opinion  of  Henrys  on  this  subject  is  to  the  same  effect,  his  words 
are  as  follows : — *  Done,  s'U  y  a  qudque  distinction  a  fair e  (Sest  entre 
la  prohibition  d^aJiener  pure  et  simple  et  la  prohibition  d'alienerfaite 
en  faveur  de  quelqu!wn.  La  premiere  rCopere  rien  et  le  Tesiateur 
n'ayani  pas  passe  plus  avant,  eUe  ne  passe  que  pour  un  simple  conseil ; 
inais  au  conlraire  si  le  Tesiateur,  en  prohibant  a  ses  hSritiers  et 
snccesseurs  d'aliener  les  hiens  qu'U  leur  a  d6laisses,  declare  que  cent 
afin  quails  soient  conserves  a  ceux  quil  designe :  par  exemple  a  ses 
descendants,  ou  a  ceux  de  safamiUe,  en  ce  cas  la  prohibition  d'aliener 
emporte  un  fdei-commis  et  c'est  la  mems  chose  que  si  les  descendants 
oil  ceux  de  safamiUe  avaient  ete  svhstUues  a  Fheritier;  il  faut  done 
que  la  prohibition  soit  faite  en  faveur  de  qudqMiun,  pour  empecher 
qite  Vheritier  ne  puisse  pas  vendre.  (Test  la  disposition  du  droit  en 
la  lot  38  §  4,  et  de  la  hi  93  ff.  De  Ugat  3,  mais  plus  expresse  en  la 
hi  fliusfamilias  114,  §  Divi  14:  ff.  De  legat  l,ou  le  jurisconsulte  dit 
que  les  Empereurs  avaient  decide  quHl  ne  suffisait  pas  de  prohiber 
Valienation,  mais  qu'Ufallait  encore  exprimer  la  cause  et  dddarer  la 
personne  en  faveu/r  de  laqueUe  on  recherchait  cette  precaution; 
quautrement  nisi  inveniatur  persona  cujus  respectu  hoc  a  testatore 
dispositum  sit,  nullius  esse  momenti  scripturam  quasi  nudum  prae- 
ceptum  reliquerit.'  (2)  Pothier  also  says : — *  La  simple  defense 
d'aliener,  lorsque  le  Testateur  vHa  pas  temoignS  en  faveur  de  qui  il 

(1)  2  Ricard,  des  Donations^  p.  322,  (2)  3  Ilenrys,  p.  219,  liv.  5,  cli.  4, 

Traits  des  SuhatUutions,  tit.  liL,  cli.  7,      quest.  49,  p.  2. 
Partie  1,  No.  329. 
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J.  0.       faisait  cette  defense,  ne  passe,  a  la  verUe,  que  pour  un  simple  avis 

18G7       nudum  praeceptum,  auqud  celui  a  qui  la  defense  est  faite  petU  im- 

Renaud     punement  ne  pas  deferer^  (1)     According  to  the  foregoing  autho- 

TouHiScEAu  rities  a  defense  d'aliener  is  to  be  considered  ^^pur  et  simple  "  unless  it 

be  stipulated  in  the  interest  either  of  the  party  making  the 

donation  or  legacy  or  of  some  third  person ;  and  a  defense  d^aliener 
pur  et  simple  as  above  defined  is  to  be  deemed  merely  advice  on 
the  part  of  the  person  making  the  prohibition,  and  not  binding 
upon  the  person  to  whom  it  is  addressed.  The  reason  upon  which, 
as  I  believe,  the  above  rules  are  founded  being,  that  in  the  case  of 
a  defense  d'aliSner  pur  et  simple  there  is  no  person  interested  except 
the  donee  or  legatee,  and  that  a  provision  which  cannot  be  enforced 
except  at  the  will  and  by  the  party  intended  to  be  bound  by  it 
cannot  in  law  be  held  legal  and  binding.  The  Appellant's 
Counsel  have  drawn  our  attention  to  the  opinions  of  Tropiong  and 
Demolonibe  as  shewing  that  a  defense  d'aliener  when  made  the 
condition  of  a  legacy  may  in  certain  cases  be  unobjecjtionable,  and 
in  such  cases  ought  to  be  enforced  by  the  Courts.  Tropiong,  in 
the  passage  cited  in  the  factum  of  the  Appellant,  says :  '  Que 
dirons-nous  de  la  clause  portant  dSfense  d'aliener  par  vente,  echange 
ou  engagement  pendant  un  certain  temps  1  Les  opinions  sont  par- 
tagees,  m/xisje  ne  vois  rien  qui  vide  cette  condition  qui  souvent  est 
imposee  par  le  Testateur  pour  des  honnes  raisons  d-e  prhoyance,  de 
convenance,  d'economie  domestique.  Le  donateur  en  donnant  un 
immeuble  a  une  personne  de  sa  famiUe,  peut  cependant  eprouver  le 
regret  de  le  voir  de  son  vivant  sortir  des  m>ains  de  celui  quHl  consi-^ 
dere  com/me  un  autre  lui-^memSy  il  lui  impose  alors  Fohligation  de  ne 


(1)  5  Pothier,  des  Suhstitutiona, 
p.  618.  See  also  6  TatiUter,  p.  521, 
No.  488.  6  Nouveau  Denisart,  p.  74. 
See  also  the  case  of  Fafard  v.  Belanger, 
4  Low.  Can.  Rep.,  p.  215,  and  more  par- 
ticularly the  remarks  of  Mr.  Justice 
Caron  in  that  case :  "  Je  considere  cette 
ddfeiise  d^aliener  obJigaioire  parcegti^clle 
comporte  la  condition  de  transmetlre  ses 
hiens  aux  heritiers  du  cote  et  ligne,  il 
en  serait  autrement  si  la  defense  itait 
pur  et  simjplle.*^  2  Bourjon,  p.  164, 
Tit.    5,   ch.   5,   sec.   7,  Nos,  53,  54. 


1  Despeisses,  p.  19,  part  1,  tit  1,  sec.  2. 
(10)  Tertio.  Dictio7inaire  des  Amis 
(BriHon),  p.  12G,  Verbo  "  Alienation;' 
Nos.  25  et  37.  2  DespeisseSf  p.  138, 
part  1,  tit,  2,  " des Suhstitutions" sec.  (J, 
art.  2,  No.  32.  Rousseau  de  Lacomle 
(Ed.  1769),  p.  674,  Verho  «  Substitw 
tion^^  sec.  1.  Dist.  2,  No.  5.  Merlin 
Rep.  (Ed.  1828),  pp.  152,  153,  Verho 
'' SulstUuiion,'*  Fid.  sec.  8,  No.  5. 
Poujd,  Traits  des  Dm.  {YA,  1836) 
p.  90. 
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pas  aliener  de  son  vivant.     Dans  cTautres  circonstances  le  Testateur       J*  0. 

l>€ut  craindre  que  le  Ugataire  ne  soU  trop  pressS  dejouir  et  qu'il  n  abuse       I807 

du  droit  de  propriSU  dont  il  le  gratijie ;  pour  Taccoviumer  a  etre  pro-      Benatdd 

prittaire,  pour  Taffectionner  a  sa  propridie,  illui  impose  la  condition  Touuakgeau. 

de  la  garder  pendant  cinq  ans.    Ne  sont-ce  pas  la  des  mesures  sages 

et  prudenies  ?    Pourquoi  les  repousser  avec  une  sevirite  sans  regie  ? 

La  prohibition  cPaliSner  n'est  censSe  contraire  a  la  libertS  qu'autant 

qxCeUe  est  absolue ;  c'est  alors  qu^eUe  est  consideree  comme  non  4crit^  (1). 

And  DemoJombe  expresses  his  opinion  as  to  this  point  in  nearly  the 

same  words.     In  considering  the  above  observations  of  Troplong, 

and  the  opinion  of  Demolombe  to  the  same  eflfect,  it  is  necessary  to 

bear  in  mind  that  a  very  wide  difference  exists  between  the  law  of 

France  and  our  own  law  as  to  the  subject  under  consideration.   The 

Art.  896  of  the  Code  Civil  declares :  *  Les  svbstittiiions  sont  prohtbees. 

Toute  disposition  par  laqueUe  le  donaiaire,  rheritier  instituS,  ou  le 

Idgataire,  sera  charg6  de  eonserver  et  de  rendre  a  un  tiers  sera  nuUe 

ftieme  a  T4gard  du  donataire,  de  rhSritier  institud,  ou  du  Ugataire  (2). 

These  provisions  being  altogether  at  variance  with  our  own  law 

on  the  subject,  it  is  plain  that  the  observations  of  Troplong  and 

Demolombe  must  be  read  by  us  with  great  caution,  and  bearing 

this  in  mind,  it  appears  to  me  that  all  that  Troplong  and  Demolomle 

are  to  be  understood  as  saying  in  the  passages  relied*  on  by  the 

Appellant  is  simply — that  a  prohibition  to  alienate  in  a  donation 

or  Will,  if  made  for  a  short  time  and  from  reasonable  motives,  is 

not  absolutely  nuU,  even  under  the  provisions  of  the  Code  Civil, 

Those  learned  writers  shew  that  such  a  provision  can  be  enforced 

if  made  in   the  interest  of  the  donee  or  legatee,  or  of  a  third 

party,  and  that  if  accompanied  by  a  penal  clause  the  penalty  may 

be  enforced  in  the  event  of  a  violation  of  the  prohibition  to  alienate. 

But  I  am  not  aware  that  there  is  anything  in  the  writings  either 

of  Troplong  or  of  Demolombe  tending  to  establish  that  a  prohibition 

to  alienate  when  made  exclusively  in  the  interest  of  the  donee  or 

legatee  can  be  enforced  by  the  donee  or  legatee,  against  his  own 

acts  and  to  the  prejudice  of  his  own  Creditors.    In  the  present 

case  the  Appellant  relies  on  a  defense  d^aliSner  in  which,  in  so  far 

(1)  1  Troplong,  "Donations  et  Testa-         (2)  Demdombey  vol.  xviii.,   p.  328, 
wente,"  No.  271.    1  Orenier,  *' Dmia-      No.  303. 
tions,*'  p.  188. 
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J.  c.  as  regards  the  property  in  question  no  person  but  himself  is  in- 

1867  terested,  and  the  object  of  his  opposition  is  to  prevent  the  sale  of 

RraATO  ^^®  property  in  question  for  the  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  ren- 

^-  dered  ao^ainst  himself  to  enforce  the  payment  of  a  debt  which  it 

TOURANGEAU.  ,      °,  ,  _  ..,*■,  n-i    -i  ^r.  .1 

may  be  observed,  to  the  extent  of  above  Jbl,100,  appears  to  have 

been  contracted  after  the  death  of  the  Testator  whose  Will  contains 
the  prohibition  d' aligner  relied  on  by  the  Appellant.  There  is  not, 
I  repeat,  so  far  as  I  know,  anything  in  the  works  of  Troplong  or  of 
Demohmle  to  justify  the  pretensions  of  the  Opposant.  On  the 
contrary,  Demolomhe  says :  *  II  nous  paraitrait  impossible  d'adinettre 
le  donataire  ou  le  ligataire  qui  aurait  consenti  Taiiinaiion  a  se  prd- 
vdloir  ensuite  conire  les  tiers  auxquels  U  aurait  concede  des  droits,  de 
la  defense  d^aliener  qui  aurait  ete  imposee  et  quil  aurait  lui  nieme 
enfreinte ;  car  il  lie  se  peut  pas  qu'U  evince  ceux-ld  nieme  auxquels  il 
doit  garantie.^  Troplong  also,  in  his  Traite  du  Contrat  de  Mariage, 
No.  3060  and  seq,,  maintains  the  same  doctrine.  The  foregoing 
observations,  I  think,  sujffice  to  prove  that  the  opinions  of  Troplong 
and  Bemolorrihe  are  not  in  reality  opposed  to  the  authorities  from 
our  own  law  upon  which  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  is 
based ;  but  in  order  to  remove  any  doubt  as  to  the  point  I  shall 
cite  one  further  passage  from  the  works  of  each  of  those  authoi-s. 
Troplong  puts  the  question :  '  La  prohibition  d*aJiener  form^-t-elle 
une  svhstitution  V  and  he  then  continues :  '  Ilfaut  repondre  nega- 
tivement  a  cette  question :  car  cette  prohibition  ajoutee  a  une  substi- 
iution  est  nuUe  en  lot  et  ne forme  qu*U7i  precepte,  un  nudum  prseceptum 
qui  ne  lie  point,  qui  ne  donne  d* action  a  personne  et  dont  on  pent 
dire  avec  Papinien  qu'U  a  M  donne  obtentu  consilii(l).  Ai\A  Demo- 
lonibe  says  :  '  On  parait  avoir  de  tout  temps  reconnu  que  la  defense  ou 
prohibition  d'alienerneconstituequ'un  simple  precepte  non  obligatoire 
nudum  preeceptum  fors^t^'e/Ze  est  pure  et  simple,  c'est  ddire,lorsqtielle 
rCest  pasfaite  enfaveur  d'une  personne  qui  est  appelee  a  en  prqfit^r 
nisi  inveniatur  persona  cujus  respectu  Iioc  a  testatore  dispositum 
est.'  L.  114,  S.  14,  A.  de  Leg,  Trevenot,  Nos.  129, 130.  Coin-Delisle, 
Art.  896,  No.  32  (2).  It  has,  however,  been  said,  and  will,  I  believe, 
be  maintained,  that  the  authorities  relied  on  by  the  Respondent 
have  no  bearing  upon  the   present  case,  because  they  relate  to 

(1)  Troplong,  "  Donations  et  Testa-         (2)  Demolomhe,  vol.  xviii.,  Ko.  147, 
menta;'  No.  135,  p.  198.  p.  172. 
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prohibitions  to  alienate  in  connection  with  the  doctrine  of  substi-        J.  C. 
tntions,  and  not  it  is  said  to  prohibitions  to  alienate  unconnected        1807 
with  a  substitution  such  as  the  case  before  us  presents.     The      RBa^AUD 
answer,  I  believe,  to  this  objection  is,  that  the  two  subjects  are  so  'pouBANGEAr 

closely  connected  as  to  make  it  impossible  to  treat  of  them  sepa-        

rately.  A  defense  cCaliSnery  if  made  in  favour  of  a  third  person,  is 
(as  has  already  been  observed)  in  effect  a  substitution,  and  is, 
therefore,  in  law,  obligatory.  Whereas,  if  the  defense  d'aliener  is 
not  made  in  favour  of  a  third  person  it  is  not  a  substitution.  In 
one  very  important  point  of  view,  therefore,  in  order  to  ascertain 
whether  a  defense  d'aliener  is  or  is  not  valid  it  is  necessary  to 
inquire  whether  it  does  or  does  not  amount  to  a  substitution.  This 
probably  is  one  of  the  reasons  which  have  caused  the  two  subjects 
to  be  considered  together  by  the  most  eminent  French  Jurists, 
who,  I  may  observe,  were  not  likely  to  treat  as  closely  connected 
questions  really  independent  of  each  other.  There  is  another 
view  which  may  be  taken  of  this  case,  and  which  was  strongly 
pressed  upon  our  consideration  by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the 
Bespondent.     The  Testator,  in  the  Will  under  consideration,  with- 

9 

out  assigning  any  cause  or  reason  for  the  dSfense  d'aliener  which  it 
contains,  has  extended  it  to  all  his  legatees  and  over  the  whole  of 
his  property,  for  a  period  of  twenty  years ;  and  it  has  been  con- 
tended by  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  Eespondent,  and,  I  think, 
with  reason,  that  if  such  a  clause  is  good  for  a  period  of  twenty 
years,  there  are  no  grounds  for  saying  that  it  could  not  be  legally 
good  for  forty  years,  or  for  the  lifetime  of  the  legatee.  Now,  the 
policy  of  our  law  is,  and  ought  to  be,  that  property  over  which  a 
man  has  full  control  should  be  subject  to  the  payment  of  his  just 
debts,  whereas  the  effect  of  the  provision  in  question,  if  it  bo 
valid,  is  to  enable  legatees  to  hold  property  over  which  they  have 
in  reality  unlimited  control  free  from  the  payment  of  their  debts, 
and  this  irrespective  of  the  nature  of  tho  debt  sought  to  be 
enforced,  or  of  the  extent  of  the  property  held  subject  to  such 
condition.  It  has,  therefore,  been  further  contended  by  the 
Eespondent  that  the  provision  of  the  Will  upon  which  the  Appel- 
lant rests  his  claim  ought  to  be  held  null  on  the  ground  of  public 
policy.  It  may,  however,  be  answered  that  a  Testator  may,  by  an 
express  provision  to  that  effect,  bequeath  property  so  as  to  be  free 


V. 
Tot'BAVOEAU. 
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J.  0.  from  seizure  for  the  debts  of  the  legatee  (1),  and  that  property 
1867  left  expressly  |){mr  aUmenls  (as  the  Authors  say)  is  not  liable  to  be 
Uexaud  brought  to  sale  for  the  debts  of  the  legatee  (2).  But  admitting, 
for  the  sake  of  argument,  and  subject  probably  to  certain  limita- 
tions, that  the  law  sanctions  the  two  descriptions  of  bequests  just 
mentioned  when  expressly  made,  still  it  is  not  the  less  true  that 
bequests  tending  to  prerent  the  alienation  of  property,  and  to 
finable  the  party  holding  it  either  to  pay  his  debts  or  not,  just  as 
it  may  please  him,  are  not  entitled  to  favourable  consideration ; 
and  I  think  that  in  giving  effect  to  such  clauses  we  ought  not  to 
go  beyond  the  limits  established  by  the  authorities,  or  to  add  by 
reasoning  from  ansAogj  to  the  number  of  exceptional  cases  which, 
on  special  grounds,  are  already  sanctioned  by  law ;  and  this  I  think 
we  practically  should  do  were  we  to  give  effect  to  the  testamentary 
provisions  relied  on  by  the  Appellant.  But,  although  I  think  the 
point  just  adverted  to  ought  not  to  be  passed  wholly  unnoticed,  I 
wish  it  to  be  understood  that  the  ground  upon  which  I  would  deem 
it  my  duty  to  confirm  the  judgment  of  the  CJourt  below  is,  that  in 
my  opinion  it  is  a  well-established  rule  of  law  that  a  defense 
d'aliSner  pur  et  simple^  such  as  that  contained  in  the  Will  before 
us,  is  inoperative.  This  rule  which,  having  its  foundation  in  the 
Iloman  law,  appears  to  have  been  acted  upon  for  centuries  in 
France  (3),  has  been  transmitted  to  us  as  law  by  Jurists  such  as 
Bicard,  Henrys,  and  Pothier,  and  is  not  controverted,  so  far  as  I 
know,  by  any  writer  upon  the  ancient  or  modern  law  of  France. 
I,  therefore,  think  that  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court  was 
justified  in  taking  that  rule  as  his  guide,  and  that  his  judgment, 
which  purports  to  be  founded  upon  it,  and  is  in  all  respects  in 
accordance  with  it,  ought  to  be  confirmed." 

For  his  reasons  in  the  second  appeal  Mr.  Justice  Meredith 
roforred  to  the  opinions  expressed  by  the  Chief  Justice  and  himself, 
us  reported  in  the  Low.  Can.  Kep.  vol.  xiii.  pp.  278 — 350. 

From  tho  final  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  the 

(I)  7  Pothxcry  Proc,  Civ,,  p.  197;  Mo7it7'eaI,  Boyei*  y,  Dillon  ami  Watson, 

I   I'/V/mM,  p.  012.  about  1853-54. 

(li)  M  Ancien  Dcnisart,  vcrho  Saissie,  (3)  Vide    Air/t   du  Parlement  de 

urrrl,  23,  No.  G,  sec.  partie,  p.  9.     See  Paris,  du  mots  de  Sept,  1584. 
nlHi)  jiulgmcnt  of  the  Superior  Court  at 
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former  Interlocutory  judgment  of  the  10th  of  March,  1863,  the  J.  0. 

present  appeal  was  brought.    As  the  Bespondent  did  not  appear,  1867 

the  appeal  was  heard  ex  parte.  Bsmaxtd 


V. 
T0UBANGX4U. 


Sir  R.  Palmer,  Q,C.  (with  whom  was  Mr.  fl.  M.  Bompas),  for  the 
Appellant : — 

The  question  turns  upon  the  construction  of  the  clause  in  the 
Will  of  the  Testator,  the  Eespondent's  Father,  restricting  alienation 
or  incumbrance,  for  a  period  of  twenty  years,  of  real  estate  be- 
queathed absolutely  to  the  Eespondent.  Such  restriction,  if  valid, 
goes  to  defeat  the  just  claims  of  Creditors,  and  leaves  the  Eespondent 
in  the  full  enjoyment  of  the  property ;  a  result  not  to  be  found  in 
any  Code  of  law.  Now,  we  contend  that  this  clause  of  the  Will  is 
null  and  .void  in  law,  as  against  public  policy.  Mr.  Justice  Mere- 
diihy  whose  judgment  we  rely  on,  and  desire  to  avail  ourselves  of  as 
part  of  our  argument,  controverts  the  authorities  cited  by  Justices 
Ayliffin  and  Berthdot,  and  shews  that  the  passages  cited  from  De- 
moUmbe  and  TropUmg  do  not  bear  out  Wie  conclusion  sought  to 
be  drawn  from  them.  This  is  apparent  &om  the  provisions  of  the 
Civil  Law,  on  which  the  old  law  of  Franee  is  founded:  Big,  B.  xxx. 
m.  1,  Art  114,  §  14;  B.  xxxii.  lib.  1,  Art.  38,  §  4.  It  is  to  be 
observed  that  both  Troplong  and  Bemolombe  are  writing  upon  the 
law  as  it  at  present  exists,  namely,  the  Code  Civil,  and  expounding 
the  old  French  law,  which  is  applicable  to  our  case  only  so  far  as 
it  illustrates  or  defines  the  present  law :  Troplong,  Droit  Civil, 
Explique  contrat  de  Mariage,  Tom,  IV.  p.  63,  No.  3060.  It  is  almost 
needless  to  illusti-ate  the  case  by  a  comparison  with  the  law  of  this 
Country.  It  is  no  answer  to  say  that  the  Testator  might  have 
provided  against  alienation  by  giving  the  estate  over  on  breach  of 
the  condition ;  here  he  gives  his  immoveable  property  absolutely ; 
the  condition  is  subsequent  and  not  precedent,  and  there  is  no  gift 
over  in  case  of  breach  of  the  condition.  By  the  law  of  England  such 
a  restriction,  depending  on  a  condition  subsequent,  would,  even  if 
there  was  a  gift  over,  be  invalid :  Holmes  v.  Oodson  (1) ;  Sav/nders 
V.  Vauiier  (2);  Boe  dem.  Mitchinson  v.  Carter  (3);  Ex  parte 

(1)  8  D.  M.  &  G.  152.  (2)  Cr.  &  Ph.  241. 

(3)  8  Term  Rep.  67  &  300. 
Vol.  II.  3  C 
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J.  C.       Dickson's  Trusts  (1) ;  Egerton  v.  Earl  Browrdow  (2) ;  but  even  if  the 

1867       clause  in  the  Testator's  Will  restricting  alienation  or  incumbrance 

BENArD      ^6^6  valid,  it  could  only  affect  one  half  of  the  lands  seized,  and  the 

TouHANGKAu  ^PP^sitiou  ought  to  have  been  dismissed  as  to  the  residue  of  the 

—        lands.     Even  if  the  prohibition  against  alienation  or  incumbrance 

in  the  Will  were  valid,  it  is  only  against  the  alienation  by  act  of 

the  devisee  himself,  and  cannot  operate  against  the  right  of  the 

Appellant,  an  execution  Creditor,  coming  in  by  operation  of  law, 

and  not  by  the  act  of  the  devisee. 

Lord  Romilly  : — 

Their  Lordsliips  are  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  necessary  to  trouble 
Mr.  Bompas,  having  heard  Sir  BotmdeU  Palmer  very  fully,  as  we 
are  all  quite  clear  as  to  the  principles  and  law  to  be  applied  to 
this  case.  We  are  of  opinion,  that  such  a  restriction  as  was 
made  by  the  Testator,  M.  Tourangeau,  in  his  Will,  was  not  valid 
either  by  the  old  law  of  Franee,  or  the  general  principles  of 
jurisprudence.  We  may  add,  that  we  entirely  concur  in  the 
reasons  stated  in  the  very  able  judgment  of  Mr.  Justice  Meredith, 
which  have  been  forwarded  with  the  record.  Their  Lordships 
will,  therefore,  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Queen's  Bench  in  this  case  be  reversed,  and  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Bischoff,  CooBe,  dk  Bompas. 

(l)  1  Sim.  (N.S.)  37.  (2)  4  H.  L,  Cases,  1. 
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WILLIAM  CARTWRIGHT Appellant  ;  J.  0.* 

AKD  1867-8 

RICHARD  PHILPOTT  and  WILLIAM  STANS- )  ^^22 ; 

FIELD  BROADBENT f  Respondents,  f^- 


THE  "JEFF.  DAVIS." 


ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY, 
Jurudiction — Mortgage  of  Ship — Decree  for  unlivery  of  Cargo  and  mde. 

Order  made  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  on  application  of  the  Respondents 
in  a  pending  appeal,  for  unlivery  of  the  cargo  and  sale  of  a  mortgaged  Ship, 
the  unlivery  and  sale  of  which  had  been  decreed  by  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 

Such  decree  afterwards  affirmed. 

IHTS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  made  in  a  cause  of  mortgage,  instituted  on  behalf  of 
the  Respondents  against  the  vessel  Jeff.  Davis,  her  tackle,  &c., 
and  against  the  Appellant,  the  owner  of  the  vesseL 

It  appeared  from  the  pleadings,  that  the  Jeff,  Davis  was  a  barque 
of  about  237  tons,  of  which  the  Respondents  were  the  registered 
Mortgagees,  by  virtue  of  a  Mortgage  made  by  the  Appellant,  for 
securing  the  repayment  of  the  sum  of  £1500,  with  interest  at  5  per 
cent,  per  annum,  in  manner  therein  mentioned. 

The  Mortgage  was  in  the  form  prescribed  by  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Ad,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  sec.  66,  Schedule,  « Form  of 
Mortgage,"  No.  I.,  and  provided  for  the  payment  of  the  principal 
sum  by  four  instalments  of  £375  each,  payable  respectively  at 
four,  eight,  twelve,  and  sixteen  months.  Default  was  made  in  pay- 
ment of  these  instalments,  whereupon  the  vessel  was  arrested  at  the 
instance  of  the  Respondents,  who  instituted  a  suit  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  on  the  Mortgage  Bond,  and  prayed  a  sale  of  the  vessel. 

The  Appellant,  by  his  answer,  set  forth  an  agreement  entered 
into  with  the  Respondent  shortly  before  the  date  of  the  Mortgage, 
for  the  purchase  by  him  of  the  Jeff,  Davis,  to  be  paid  for  by  four 
separate  acceptances  or  instalments,  the  sellers  to  hold  a  Mortgage 

*  Present : — Lord  Westbub?,  Sir  James  William  Colvile,  and  Sir  Richard 
ToRis  Kindersley. 

3  C  2 
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J.  C.  on  the  Ship  for  the  full  payment  thereof,  with  interest,  and  that,  as 
1867-8  a  collateral  security,  the  Eespondents  further  agreed  to  accept  six 
Oaetwrioht  Bonds  of  the  8t  Ives  Railway  Company,  of  the  value  of  £250  each ; 
PHi^ori  *^^*  ^^  pursuance  of  such  agreement  the  vessel  was  duly  transferred 
— —  to  the  Appellant,  who  subsequently  executed  the  Mortgage,  and 
••Jkff. Davis.'*  accepted  four  Bills  of  Exchange  for  £375  each ;  that  the  Appellant, 
while  in  possession  of  the  vessel,  chartered  her  to  proceed  to  Monte 
Video,  and  other  ports,  and  for  a  voyage  home ;  that  the  freights 
payable  under  such  charter-parties  amounted  to  upwards  of  £1700. 
The  Appellant  further  alleged  that  the  Eespondents,  before  any  of 
the  instalments  or  acceptances  had  become  due,  had  wrongfully 
sold  and  converted  into  money  the  six  Railway  Bonds,  or  some  of 
them,  and  appropriated  to  their  own  use  the  proceeds  of  such  sale, 
to  an  amount  more  than  sufficient  to  meet  the  first  of  such  instal- 
ments or  acceptances ;  that  they  had  subsequently,  and  although  no 
principal  or  interest  was  in  fact  due  to  them,  wrongfully  entered 
into  possession  of  the  vessel  while  in  prosecution  of  her  voyage  to 
Monte  Video,  and  discharged  her  Master,  who,  in  consequence 
thereof,  had  instituted  a  suit  against  the  vessel  for  the  recovery  of 
his -wages  and  disbursements,  and  caused  the  vessel  to  be  arrested, 
that  the  Eespondents,  though  no  principal  money  or  interest  was 
due  on  their  Mortgage,  had  wrongfully  instituted  the  Mortgage 
suit  whilst  the  Ship  was  under  arrest  at  the  suit  of  the  Master ; 
and  the  Appellant  insisted  that  but  for  the  wrongful  conduct  of 
the  EespondcDts  in  taking  possession  of  the  Ship,  and  discharging 
the  Master,  she  would  have  performed  her  intended  voyages,  and 
have  earned  the  freight  payable  under  her  respective  charter- 
parties,  which  she  was  thereby  prevented  doing. 

The  Eespondents,  in  their  reply,  admitted  the  sale  and  mortgage 
of  the  vessel,  but  denied  that  they  had  sold  or  converted  any  of  the 
six  Eailway  Bonds,  which  they  still  held,  and  were  ready  to  deliver 
up  on  the  termination  of  the  suit,  as  the  Court  might  direct ;  they 
further  stated  that  the  acceptance  mentioned  in  the  answer,  which 
first  became  due,  was  dishonoured  before  the  institution  of  the  suit, 
and  that  the  amount  thei-eof  had  never  been  paid. 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  cause,  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty 
Court  (the  Eight  Hon.  Dr.  Lusliingfton),  pronounced  the  usual 
decree,  declaring,  in  the  terms  of  the  prayer  of  the  petition,  for 
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the  Mortgage,  and  that  the  sum  of  £1500,  together  with  interest       J.O. 
thereon,  as  specified  in  the  Mortgage  Bond,  was  due  to  the  Respon-       1867-8 
dents,  and  condemned  the  Jeff.  Davis  in  such  amount  with  interest  Gabtwbxgbt 
and  costs,  decreeing  the  vessel,  together  with  her  appurtenances,    phi^^ott, 
to  be  appraised  and  sold ;  reserving  all  questions  as  to  the  priority        r~ 
of  the  various  Claimants  to  payment  out  of  the  proceeds.    By  a**JKrF,DAvi8.- 
subsequent  Order  the  Judge  decreed  the  cargo  to  be  unlivered. 

The  Appellant  interposed  an  appeal,  and  procured  the  usual 
Inhibition,  Citation,  and  Monition,  to  be  issued  and  served,  whereby 
the  sale  of  the  vessel  and  unlivery  of  the  cargo  was  stayed. 

In  consequence  the  Bespondents  presented  a  petition,  and  ap- 
plied by  Motion  to  the  Judicial  Committee  for  an  Order  that  a 
Commission  for  unlivery  should  issue,  the  cargo  be  discharged, 
the  Ship  sold,  and  that  the  Appellant  should  give  security  for 
the  costs  of  the  appeal.  The  petition  stated  the  facts  and  pro- 
ceedings already  set  forth ;  that  the  Railway  Bonds  lodged  with 
the  Bespondents  as  collateral  securities,  alleged  by  the  Appellant 
to  have  been  converted  by  them,  were  still  in  their  custody  and 
possession,  never  having  been  in  any  way  dealt  with ;  and  which 
they  were  ready  to  deliver  up  to  the  Registrar  to  abide  the  result 
of  the  appeal :  and  they  stated  that  unless  such  order  of  unlivery 
and  sale,  as  prayed  for,  was  made  by  the  Judicial  Committee, 
the  keeping  the  vessel  unsold  in  the  hands  of  the  Marshal  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  would  materially  diminish  the  value  of  the  vessel 
to  them  as  a  security  for  the  money  advanced  to  the  Appellant. 

The  petition  was  supported  by  affidavits  of  the  Respondents. 

Mr.  Gohen  moved  their  iiordships,  on  behalf  of  the  Respon-        1867 
dents,  for  an  Order  that  a  Commission  for  unlivery  should  issue,     jii„^  22* 
or  that  the  cargo  on  board  should  be  discharged,  and  the  Ship 
sold,  and  that  the  Appellant  should  give  security  for  costs, 

Mr.  Joyce,  for  the  Appellant,  opposed  the  application. 

The  Lord  Justice  Turner  : — 

This  is  an  application  on  the  part  of  the  Respondents  for  the 
sale  of  the  ship,  the  Jeff.  Davis,  which  was  mortgaged  to  them, 

•  Present : — Thb  Lobd  Justice  Tubneb,  Sir  Edwabd  Vaughan  Williamb, 
Sib  Richabd  Tobik  Kiin>EBSLET,  and  Sib  Lawbence  Peel. 
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J.  0.       and  wLich  has  been  decreed  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  be  sold, 

1867-8      and  the  sale  of  which  is  only  stopped  by  the  Inhibition  consequent 

Oabtwmoht  ^poi^  the  Appellant  having  appealed  from  the  decree  of  the  Court 

^    ^-         of  Admiralty. 
Philpott.  ^ 

—  Their  Lordships  are  rather  surprised  at  an  opposition  being 

*«  Jetf.  Davis."  made  to  this  motion,  because  it  is  evident  that  the  primary  interest 
"*  of  both  parties  would  be  that  the  Ship  should  be  sold,  provided 

it  be  sold  without  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  the  parties,  because 
otherwise  the  Ship,  of  course,  is  daily  incurring  expense  which 
must  fall  upon  one  or  other  of  the  parties  according  as  the  result 
of  the  litigation  between  them  may  terminate. 

Now,  in  order  to  satisfy  us  that  this  Ship  ought  not  to  be  sold, 
it  seems  to  their  Lordships  that  the  Appellant  ought  to  prove 
satisfactorily,  on  his  part,  that  the  Mortgagees  improperly  took 
possession  of  the  Sliip,  so  that  he  was  entitled  at  the  hearing  of  this 
appeal  to  charge  them  with  the  £1700,  the  freight  which  might 
have  been  earned  if  they  had  not  taken  possession — ^that  he  could 
charge  them  with  that  £1700  and  so  discharge  the  Mortgage  and 
entitle  him  to  have  the  Ship  in  specie.  Well,  one  answer  to  that 
is — that  a  Ship  in  specie  is  not  altogether  like  land,  and  there  is 
no  specific  diflTerence  of  value  between  one  Ship  and  another,  and 
that  the  same  money  which  would  be  the  purchase-money  of  this 
Ship  would  buy  another  Ship ;  and  that,  therefore,  there  is  no  par- 
ticular interest  in  this  Ship  which  could  give  the  Appellant  the 
right  to  have  that  particular  chattel  restored  to  him. 

Without  leaning  too  much  on  that  objection,  the  question  is, 
whether  the  Appellant  has  or  has  not  satisfied  us  that  that  was 
the  case,  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  have  the  Ship  back  again  by 
reason  of  the  Respondents  having  so  dealt  with  her  as  to  render 
themselves  liable  for  the  £1700,  the  amount  of  the  freight  which 
would  have  been  earned  by  her  ? 

Now,  beyond  all  question — it  is  admitted  on  all  sides — the 
Appellant  made  default  in  payment  of  the  first  Bill,  and  thereupon 
there  accrued  to  the  Respondents  the  right  to  sell  the  Ship.  Well 
then,  an  answer  is  attempted  to  be  given  to  that  right  on  the  part 
of  the  Respondents.  It  is  said  that  the  Respondents  had  other 
security — certain  Bonds  of  the  8t,  Ives  Railway  Company  wliich 
were  given  also  as  a  security  for  the  same  Bills  of  Exchange 
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for  which  the  Mortgage  was  given ;   but  there  is  nothing  said        J.  C. 
npon  the  face  of  the  Mortgage,  or  upon  the  agreement  for  the       1867-8 
Mortgage,  which  would  make  the  Mortgage  a  collateral  security  Cabtwbioht 
and  place  the  Bonds  as  the  primary  security.    True,  as  between    p^i^I^ott 
the  Bills  of  Exchange  and  Mortgage,  the  Mortgage*  is  a  collateral       r — 
security  for  the  Bills  of  Exchange ;  but  as  between  the  Mortgage  and  "JBrF.  Dayib;* 
the  Bonds  the  Mortgage  would  seem  to  be  principal  and  not  coUa-  ~ 

teral  security;  and,  therefore,  the  mere  fact  of  the  Bespondents 
not  having  availed  themselves  of  those  Bonds  would  not  at  all  destroy 
the  principal  security  which  they  had  by  virtue  of  the  Mortgage. 

But  it  is  said  that  the  Bespondents  did  avail  themselves  of  those 
Bonds.  The  evidence  upon  that  subject  is  perfectly  decisive — 
that  they  did  not ;  for  in  the  affidavit  of  the  Bespondents  they 
say  that  the  Bonds  have  never  been  sold  by  them,  nor  have  they 
ever  been  out  of  their  possession,  or  ever  converted  by  them  in 
any  way  whatever;  to  which  the  only  answer  that  is  given  on 
the  part  of  the  Appellant  is,  that  the  Bespondents  have  appro- 
priated the  Bonds  to  their  own  use,  and  do  retain  them  contrary 
to  the  terms  of  the  agreement  set  forth  in  the  answer — that  is  to 
say,  the  Bespondents  do  exactly  what  they  are  authorized  to  do, 
viz., — retain  the  Bonds  as  a  security  for  the  amount,  the  £1500, 
which  is  secured  by  the  Bills  of  Exchange. 

Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  proof 
whatever  that  there  has  been  any  appropriation  of  the  Bonds  to 
the  payment  of  the  debt  which  was  due  upon  the  first  Bill  of 
Exchange,  Under  these  circumstemces,  it  appears  to  their  Lord- 
ships quite  clear  that  the  proper  Order  to  be  made  here  will  be  to 
order  the  unlivery  and  sale  of  the  Ship  without  prejudice  to  any 
question:  the  proceeds  to  be  brought  into  Court,  and  that  the 
Bespondents  should  also  deposit  the  St  Ives  Bailway  Company  8 
Bonds,  and  the  other  securities  which  they  have,  all  of  them  to 
be  dealt  with  by  the  Court  upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 

In  pursuance  of  this  Order  the  Jeff.  Davis  was  sold,  and  pro- 
duced the  sum  of  £910. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  for  hearing.  1868 

The  Appellant  in  person  Feb.e. 

Contended,  that  the  Ship  having  been  chartered  by  him  for  the 
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J.  0.       amount  of  £1700,  and  the  Respondents  having  seized  and  taken 

1868        possession  of  her  upon  her  outward  voyage,  by  such  seizure  they 

GAirrwBioHT  ^^>ok  upon  themselves  all  the  responsibilities  of  sailing  owners  by 

■p^j^fyj^    direct  nndertaking  to  the  Charterers.     That  they  were  thereby 

enabled  to  repay  themselves  the  entire  amount  of  the  Mortgage 

*»Jxnr.DATiB.**debt  and  interest,  if  they  had  carried  out  the  charterparty  as  they 

"""        were  bound  to  do ;  and  that  as  the  ship  had  been  sold  by  direction 

of  this  Court,  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  together  with  the  six  Bonds 

of  the  St.  Ives  RaUvxiy  Company  and  other  securities  now  in  Court, 

ought  to  be  paid  over  to  him. 

Their  Lordships  without  calling  on  the  Bespondents'  Counsel, 
Mr.  Cohen,  dismissed  the  appeal,  observing  that  the  claim  for  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  vessel  on  account  of  the  assumed  loss 
and  value  of  freight,  which  was  said  to  have  been  occasioned  by 
the  seizure  of  the  vessel  by  the  Bespondents  under  their  Mortgage 
security,  was  not  before  the  Court,  and  could  not  be  entertained  on 
an  appeal  against  the  Mortgage  decree ;  such  claim,  if  capable  of 
being  made  and  sustained,  being  matter  for  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct proceedings  The  costs  of  the  appeal  were  ordered  to  be 
paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale. 

,    Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  J.  J.  Pedddl. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Neal  &  PhilpoL 
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WILLIAM  INMAN Appellant;         j.o» 

AND  1868 

F.  RECK  AND  OTHERS RESPONDENTS.       Feb. 6,7. 


THE  "  CITY  OF  ANTWERP "  AND  THE  "  FRIEDRICH." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

CcUision  'between  Steamer  and  Sailing-ves^l — Sailing  Regulations — Duty  of 
Steamer — Cross  suits — Both  vessels  held  to  blame — Appeal  hy  one  party  only 
— Ees  Judicata, 

It  16  a  rule  in  cases  of  collision  between  a  Steamer  and  a  sailing  ship,  that 
although  the  latter  may  have  been  guilty  of  misconduct,  or  may  not  have 
ohserved  the  general  steering  and  sailing  Regulations,  yet  the  Steamer  will  be 
held  culpable,  if  it  appears  it  was  in  her  power  to  have  avoided  the  collision. 

Where  a  Steamer  is  charged  with  having  omitted  to  do  something  which 
ought  to  have  been  done,  proof  of  three  things  is  required : — first,  that  it  was 
clearly  in  the  power  of  the  Steamer  to  have  done  the  thing  charged  to  have 
heen  omitted ;  secondly,  that  if  done  it  would  in  all  probability  have  prevented 
the  collision ;  and  thirdly,  that  it  was  such  an  act  as  would  have  occurred  to 
any  Officer  of  competent  skill  and  experience  in  command  of  the  Steamer. 

In  cross  suits  between  a  sailing-vessel  and  a  Steamer,  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
held  both  vessels  to  blame,  and  decreed  the  damages  sustained  to  be  equally 
divided  between  them.  Such  decree  reversed  on  appeal,  as  the  case  of  the 
sailing  vessel  setting  forth  the  alleged  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Steamer 
had  not  been  proved. 

The  Steamer  alone  appealed  in  both  suits.  Held,  further,  that  as  the 
sailing-vessel  had  not  appealed  from  the  decree  which  declared  she  was  in  the 
wroDg,  such  decree  operated  as  res  judicata  that  the  allegations  made  in  her 
Bait  were  not  substantiated. 

IHESE  appeals  were  brought  by  the  Appellant,  the  owner 
of  the  Steamship  the  Gity  of  ArUwerp,  from  a  decree  of  the 
High  Coart  of  Admiralty,  pronounced  first,  in  a  cause  of  damage 
there  instituted  by  the  Bespondents,  the  owners  of  the  vessel  tlie 
Friedrieh,  a  Bremen  ship,  against  the  Steamship  CUy  of  Antwerp, 
and  the  Appellant  her  owner,  intervening,  to  recover  damages  for 
the  loss  of  the  Friedi*%ch  and  her  cargo,  occasioned^  by  a  collision 

•  Present :— Lord  Wbstburt,  Sib  James  William  Colvilb,  and  Sib  Richabd 
ToBor  Kindebsley. 
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J.  0-       with  the  City  of  Antwerp  in  the  Irish  Channel ;  and,  secondly,  in 
1868       a  cross  suit  instituted  by  the  Appellant  against  the  Bespondents, 
Inuan      the  owners  of  the   Friedrichy  to  recover  damages  the  City  of 
Beck.       Antwerp  had  sustained  by  such  collision. 

The  Friedrich  was  a  vessel  of  937  tons  register,  and  the  CUy  of 

Antwerp"    Antwerp  a  screw  Steamship  of  1625  tons  register.    The  collision 
**  Fbtobich.*'  t^o'^  place  on  the  28th  of  March,  1867,  in  the  Irish  Channel. 

In  the  petition  by  the  owners  of  the  Friedrich  the  Bespondents 
stated  as  follows: — That  the  night  was  a  fine,  dear  moonlight. 
There  was  a  fresh  breeze  from  about  W.N.W.  The  Friedrich  had 
her  coloured  regulation  lights  duly  exhibited  and  screened,  and  the 
same  were  burning  brightly,  and  it  was  alleged  that  a  good  and 
careful  look-out  was  being  kept  on  board  her.  That  under  such 
circumstances,  a  sail  was  reported  ahead  of  the  Friedrich^  which 
was  ascertained  to  be  a  small  schooner  on  the  same  course  as  the 
Friedrich,  at  a  considerable  distance,  and  about  half  a  point  on 
her  port  bow.  The  Friedrich  thereupon  continued  her  course 
till  she  neared  the  schooner,  and  then  ported  about  one  point, 
so  as  to  pass  her  with  safety  about  half  a  cable's  length  to  lee- 
ward of  her.  Before  the  Friedrich  had  passed  the  schooner,  the 
look-out  of  the  Fried/rich  reported  a  light  ahead,  which  proved  to 
be  the  masthead  light  of  the  Steamship  the  City  of  Antwerp  ;  that 
the  port  light  of  the  Steamship  was  at  the  same  time  visible  about 
a  point  at  the  port  bow  of  the  Friedrich^  and  apparently  at  a  con- 
siderable distance.  After  clearing  the  schooner  the  Friedrich 
was  brought  to  her  proper  channel  course,  N.E. ;  the  City  of 
Antwerp  being  at  such  time  about  a  point  and  a  half  on  the  lee 
bow  of  the  Friedrich,  distant  between  a  quarter  and  half  a  mile, 
having  meanwhile  shut  out  her  port  light  and  opened  her  star- 
board light,  as  if  intending  to  pass  to  leeward  of  both  the  schooner 
and  the  Friedrich.  The  latter  w£is  accordingly  luffed  up  about 
half  a  point :  but  almost  immediately  afterwards  the  Steamship 
altered  her  course,  and,  shutting  in  her  starboard  light,  again 
shewed  her  port  light  on  the  starboard  bow  of  the  Friedrich, 
causing  immediate  danger  of  collision;  whereupon  the  helm  of 
the  Friedrich  was  put  hard  down,  in  order  to  bring  her  sails  aback, 
so  as  to  lessen  the  mischief  if  possible ;  notwithstanding  which  the 
Steamship  ran  at  full  speed  across  the  bows  of  the  Friedrich,  catch- 
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ing  that  ship's  jibboom  with  her  port  main  rigging,  and  sluing  J.  a 

her  head  round ;  then  with  her  port  side  catching  the  stem  of  1868 

the  Friedrichy  tore  it  open  fix)m  the  wood  ends  of  her  starboard  Inican 

bow,  causing  a  dreadful  leak,  in  consequence  of  which  the  Ftied-  -^^ 

rich,  in  spite  of  every  effort  that  could  be  made  to  save  her,        

_        ,        ,    .        T  ;  ,  .,  ,.  ,         ,  'The  "City  OF 

foundered  in  about  three  hours,  with  everything  on  board  her.    Aktwebp" 
That  the  collision  was  occasioned  solely  by  the  default  and  mis-««Fl^^^/» 

management  of  those  [on  board  the  City  of  Antwerp  in  not  taking    '   

proper  steps  to  keep  clear  of  the  Friedrich,  as  she  was  bound  to 
do ;  and  that  no  blame  in  regard  to  the  collision  was  imputable  to 
those^on  board  the  Friedrieh, 

The  Appellant,  the  owner  of  the  City  of  Anticerp,  by  his  answer, 
alleged  that  the  night  was  fine,  with  a  fresh  breeze  from  W.  by  N., 
and  the  Steamer  was  making  about  eleven  knots  an  hour.  Her 
r^ulation  lights  were  properly  fixed  and  burning  brightly,  and  a 
good  look-out  was  being  kept  on  board,  that  the  Friedrich  was  seen 
ahead,  and  slightly  on  the  port  bow,  distant  about  a  mile  and  a  half. 
No  lights  of  the  Friedrich  were  then  visible.  The  Friedrich  was 
carefully  observed,  and  was  shortly  made  out  to  be  a  vessel  on  an 
opposite  course  to  that  of  the  Steamer,  and  with  the  wind  free. 
The  helm  of  the  City  of  Antwerp  was  thereupon  put  a-port,  and 
then  hard  a-port.  That  had  the  Friedrich  kept  her  course,  as  she 
was  bound  to  do,  the  two  vessels  would  have  passed  port  side  to 
port  side,  a  very  considerable  distance  apart ;  but  the  Friedrich 
put  her  helm  hard  a-starboard,  and  coming  rapidly  round  under 
her  starboard  helm,  ran  stem-on  at  great  speed  into  the  Giiy  of 
Antwerp's  port  main-rigging,  doing  much  damaga  As  the  two 
vessels  approached  each  other,  the  FriedrieVs  starboard  light — a 
dim  green  light — was  seen.  At  the  time  of  the  collision  the  City 
of  Afdwerp  had  paid  off  between  five  and  six  points  under  her 
port  helm,  and  the  Friedrich  must  have  come  round  about  the 
same  number  of  points  under  her  starboaixi  helm.  At  the  time 
when  those  on  board  the  City  of  Antwerp  first  sighted  the  Fried- 
rich, the  vessels  were  on  opposite  courses,  and  each  had  the  other 
on  her  port  hand.  From  the  time  when  the  Friedrich  was  first 
seen  until  the  collision,  the  City  of  Antwerp  always  had  the  Fried- 
rich on  her  port  hand.  That  the  Friedrich  improperly  starboarded 
her  helm  when  there  was  otherwise  no  danger  of  collision.    That 
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J.  0.  the  lights  of  theFrtedrich  were  dim,  and  were  improperly  placed  in 

1868  her  mizen-rigging ;  and  that  the  collision  was  caused  by  the  negli- 

^^^  gence  and  improper  conduct  of  those  on  board  the  Friedrich,  and 

••  that  no  blame  was  attributable  to  the  City  of  ArUwerp. 

The  Plaintiffs  traversed  the  answer,  and  the  pleadings  were 

The  "  City  of  i    j  j 

AirrwERp"    concludea. 
"FwEDBrtOT"      -^  ^^^^  ®^^^  ^^  instituted  by  the  Appellant,  the  owner  of  the 

Steamship  the  OUy  of  Antwerp,  against  the  Friedrich,  The  peti- 
tion alleged  the  same  facts  as  before  stated  in  the  answer  to  the 
petition  in  the  suit  brought  by  the  owners  of  the  Friedrich  and 
cargo  against  the  Oity  of  Antwerp,  and  alleged  that  the  collision 
was  caused  by  the  negligence  and  improper  conduct  of  those  on 
board  the  Friedrich,  and  that  no  blame  was  attributable  to  the 
City  of  Antwerp  or  those  on  board  her.  The  answer  of  the  Friedrich 
made  the  same  case  as  originally  relied  on  by  the  owners  in  their 
petition,  and  charged  that  the  collision  was  occasioned  solely  by 
the  default  and  mismanagement  of  those  on  board  the  City  of 
Antwerp,  in  not  taking  the  proper  steps  to  keep  clear  of  the 
Friedrich,  as  she  was  bound  to  do,  and  that  no  blame  with  regard 
to  the  collision  was  imputable  to  those  on  board  the  Friedrich. 

The  suits  were  heard  together  on  the  same  evidence,  before  the 
Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  (The  Right  Hon.  Dr,  Lushington), 
assisted  by  two  of  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House.  The 
effect  of  the  evidence,  which  was  conflicting,  sufficiently  appears  in 
their  Lordships'  judgment 

The  learned  Judge  held  both  parties  equally  to  blame,  and  pro- 
nounced that  the  collision  in  question  was  occasioned  by  the  &ult 
or  default  of  the  Master  and  crew  of  the  Friedrich,  and  by  the 
fault  or  default  of  the  Master  and  crew  of  the  Steamship  City  of 
Antwerp ;  that  the  damage  arising  therefrom  ought  to  be  borne 
equally  by  the  owners  of  the  vessel  Friedrich  and  by  the  owners  of 
the  City  of  Antwerp,  and  for  a  moiety  of  the  damage  proceeded  for. 

The  owner  of  the  City  of  Antwerp  alone  appealed  in  both  suits 
from  this  decree. 

The  appeals  were  heard  together  and  were  argued  by 

The  Solicitor-General  (Mr.  Brett,  Q.C.),  Mr.  Milward,  Q.C.,  and 
Mr.  Butt,  for  the  City  of  Antwerp,  and  by 


Inman 

V. 

Bbgk. 
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The  AUomey-General  (Sir  John  Kardake,  Q.C.),  and  the  Queen's        j.  o. 
Advocate  (Sir  Traver»  TwUb^  Q.C.),  for  the  Friedrich.  1868 

The  arguments  principally  turned  on  the  fact,  upon  which  the 
eyidence  was  conflicting,  as  to  the  time  of  porting  or  starboarding 
the  Ship  and  Steamer.     On  the  part  of  the  Appellant  it  was  The  "City  of 
admitted  that,  under  the  steering  and  sailing  regulations,  the  duty     akdthb 

of  the  Friedrich  was  to  keep  her  course,  but  it  was  submitted  that,       

on  the  evidence  of  the  FriedricVs  own  witnesses,  she  had  gone  off 
five  points  under  a  starboard  helm,  and  that  the  City  of  Antwerp 
having  gone  off  five  points  under  her  port  helm,  it  was  manifest 
that  she  had  taken  ample  measures  to  keep  clear  of  the  Friedrich^ 
had  not  her  manoeuvres  been  counteracted  by  the  improper  star- 
boarding of  the  FriedricV»  helm ;  and  further,  that  the  finding 
of  the  Court  below  was  wrong  upon  the  evidence,  as  it  was  shewn 
that  the  Friedrich  was  solely  to  blame. 

Judgment  having  been  reserved,  was  now  pronounced  by  1868 

liORD  Westbury  : —  ^fi6.  10. 

This  case  comes  before  their  Lordships  in  a  peculiar  form, — a 
collision  having  occurred  in  the  Irish  Channel  between  a  Bremen 
sailing-ship  of  large  tonnage  and  one  of  the  Liverpool  American 
Steamers,  the  result  of  which  was  the  total  loss  of  the  Ship  and  her 
cai^o,  and  some  damage  to  the  Steamer.  Cross  suits  were  insti- 
tuted in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  by  the  owners  of  the  Steamer  and 
by  the  owners  of  the  sailing-vessel,  which  came  on  to  be  heard 
before  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  assisted  by  two  of  the 
Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House,  who  gave  judgment  that 
both  vessels  were  to  blame,  and  that  the  damages  sustained  ought 
to  be  equally  divided  between  them.  The  result  is,  that  the 
owners  of  the  Steamer  will  have  to  pay  a  very  considerable  sum  of 
money,  amounting  probably  to  £20,000,  as  one  moiety  of  the 
value  of  the  Friedrich  and  her  cargo.  The  sentence,  therefore,  is, 
in  effect,  a  severe  judgment  against  the  owners  of  the  Steamship. 
The  case  made  on  behalf  of  the  Friedrich  in  her  petition  is  dis- 
tinctly stated,  and  if  it  had  been  believed  by  the  Court  below,  it 
would  have  been  impossible  to  hold  that  the  Friedrich  w£is  to 
blame;  but  as  it  was  rejected  by  the   Court  below,  and  the 


30  CASES  m  THE  PETVT  COUNCIL.  [L.  R. 

J.G.  Friedrich  has  not  appealed  from  the  decision  declaring  that  she 

1868  was  in  the  wrong,  it  is  res  judicata  that  the  case  made  by  her 

j,,,,^^  petition  is  not  substantiated,  and  that  her  allegations  are  not 

-oIl  entitled  to  credit. 

—  We  begin,  therefore,  with  this  admitted  fact,  and  we  have  only 

'FhB  **  CiTT  OP 

Antwerp"    to  inquire  whether  the  Steamship  is  or  is  not  to  be  held  to  have 
"Itao)]^."  "^^^  ^  *^®  wrong  also.    There  is  no  statement  in  the  petition 

of  the  Friedrich  of  any  ground  or  reason  why,  supposing  the 

Friedrich  to  have  acted  wrongly,  the  City  of  Antwerp  ought  to  be 
held  to  have  been  in  the  wrong  also ;  and,  unfortunately,  we  are 
not  told  in  the  judgment  upon  what  ground  the  Court,  after  having 
rejected  the  case  of  the  Friedrich^  held  that  the  City  of  Antwerp 
ought  to  be  condemned  to  pay  this  large  sum  of  money. 

It  is  undoubtedly  true,  in  cases  of  collision  between  a  sailing- 
ship  and  a  Steamer,  that,  although  the  sailing-ship  may  be  found 
to  have  been  guilty  of  misconduct,  or  not  to  have  observed  the 
sailing  regulations,  yet  the  Steamer  will  be  held  culpable  if  it 
appears  that  it  was  in  her  power  to  have  avoided  the  collision.  It 
cannot  be  too  much  insisted  on  that  it  is  the  duty  of  a  Steamer, 
where  there  is  risk  of  collision,  whatever  may  be  the  conduct  of 
the  sailing-vessel,  to  do  everything  in  her  power  that  can  be  done 
consistently  with  her  own  safety,  in  order  to  avoid  collision.  But, 
according  to  the  settled  rules  for  the  administration  of  justice,  the 
party  against  whom  judgment  is  given  is  entitled  to  know  from 
the  complaint  of  his  adversary  what  is  the  default  or  misconduct 
imputed  to  him,  that  he  may  have  an  opportunity  of  meeting  the 
case  by  his  defence,  and  also  by  his  evidence.  And  it  is  difScult 
to  suppose  a  greater  case  of  hardship  than  that  a  Defendant,  after 
having  met  and  disproved  the  case  made  by  the  Plaintiff,  should 
yet  have  judgment  pronounced  against  him  upon  some  ground  of 
complaint  which  was  neither  pleaded  by  his  adversary,  nor  stated 
in  argument  during  the  discussion  of  the  cause,  and  not  even  dis- 
closed in  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  But,  inasmuch  as  this  has  been 
done,  it  is  our  duty  to  examine  with  great  care  the  facts  of  the  case, 
for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  whether  the  conclusion  is  just  that 
the  Steamer,  if  she  had  done  something  which  it  was  plainly  in  her 
power  to  do,  might  have  prevented  the  collision  which  occurred. 

Taking  the  undisputed  facts  of  the  case,  it  appears  that  the 
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Friedrieh,  at  about  half-past  two  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  the       J.  C. 
28th  of  March  last,  was  shaping   her  course  to  Liverpool  up        1868 
iS5^.  Geqrffes  Channd,  with  her  head  to  the  N.E.    There  was  a      inman 
fresh  breeze  from  the  W.N.W.,  and  the  Friedrieh,  therefore,  was       ^^^ 

running  free.     The  weather  was  fine,  and  the  night  clear.    About       

half-past  two  in  the  morning  she  first  sighted  the  Steamer,  which  Antwbrp  " 
had  left  Liverpool  and  was  on  her  way  to  Queenstovmy  her  course  ••  FuEDmcH." 
being  S.W.  half  W.    The  Friedrieh  was  making  about  nine  knots 
an  hour,  and  the  Steamer  about  eleven  knots.    Taking,  therefore, 
the  combined  speed  of  the  two  vessels,  they  would  pass  over  a 
nautical  mile  in  three  minutes.     Between  the  Friedrieh  and  the 
Steamer  there  was  a  schooner  steering  the  same  course  as  the 
Friedrieh,  and  which,  according  to  the  evidence  of  the  Friedrieh, 
was,  when  she  first  sighted  the  Steamei',  about  600  yards  distant 
lying  on  the  same  course,  but  a  little  to  windward.    When  the 
Friedrieh  first  saw  the  lights  of  the  Steamer  she  made  out  the 
white  light  and  the  red  light ;  and  it  is  the  case  of  both  vessels 
that>  when  first  seen  by  each  other,  each  vessel  was  about  a  point 
or  a  point  and  a  half  on  the  port  side  of  the  other.  The  Friedrieh, 
being  a  better  sailer,  forereached  the  schooner,  passing  her  on  the 
(schooner  s)  starboard  side,  and  for  that  purpose  ported  about  one 
point.     She  then  lufied  up,  so  as  to  regain  her  former  course,  and 
laid  her  head  again  to  the  N.E.    Her  witnesses  say  that  from  the 
time  she  ported  to  run  to  leeward  of  the  schooner  and  the  time  of 
luffing  about  eight  minutes  elapsed,  and  the  Friedrieh  is  then 
described  as  afterwards  sailing  on  her  original  course  for  about  a 
minute  longer  before  she  again  observed  the  lights  of  the  Steamer. 
These    circumstances  are  material  as  tending  to   shew  two 
things: — First,  that  there  was  a  very  imperfect  look-out  on  the 
part  of  the  Friedrieh.     Second,  that  she  had  got  very  near  the 
Steamer  indeed  before,  as  she  alleges,  she  obsiBrved  the  green 
light  of  the  Steamer.    The  evidence  of  the  second  mate  of  the 
Friedrieh  is,  that  he  suddenly  saw  the  green  light  of  the  Steamer, 
and  that  the  latter  vessel  was  then  only  a  quarter  of  a  mile  distant 
from  the  Friedrieh,  on  the  starboard-bow.     The  Mate  says  that  he 
then  lufied,  and  put  his  vessel  under  a  starboard-helm,  until  she 
rounded  to  about  five  points  from  her  original  course,  and  her 
head  was  brought  N.  by  W.    But  it  is  clear,  upon  the  evidence. 
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J.  0.  that  the  Steamer  never  was  on  the  starboard-bow  of  the  Fried- 

1868  rich,  and  such  must  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  C!ourt  below,  for 

Inhak  otherwise  it  would  have  been  impossible  to  hold  that  the  Friedrich 

jJl^  acted  wrongly.    With  the  exception  of  the  fact  of  the  position  of 

the  Steamer,  there  is  an  a£n*eement  between  the  witnesses  on  both 

This  **  OiTT  oy 

Antwerp"  sides  as  to  the  distance  between  the  Steamer  and  the  Friedrich  at 


F^)RicH."  *^®  *^^®  when  the  latter  began  to  starboard  her  helm ;  for  the 

Captain  of  the  Steamer  says  that  the  Friedrich  was  distant  about 

a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  the  Steamer  at  the  time  when  the  Fried- 
rich began  to  round  to,  under  her  starboard-helm.  The  material 
inquiry  then  arises  whether,  in  this  state  of  things,  it  being  clear 
that  the  Steamer  was  on  the  port  side  of  the  Ship,  anything  was 
done  by  the  Steamer  that  ought  not  to  have  been  done,  or  whether 
anything  was  omitted  to  be  done  that  ought  to  have  been  done, 
and  which,  if  omitted  or  done,  would  have  prevented  the  collision. 
It  appears  that  the  Steamer  made  out  the  Friedrich  as  soon  as  she 
passed  the  schooner,  and  that  she  ported  her  helm  whilst  the  Ship 
was  at  least  a  mile  distant,  and  afterwards,  as  the  Friedrich  ap- 
proached nearer,  put  her  helm  hard  a-port,  and  that  the  Steamer 
had,  before  the  collision,  gone  off  under  her  port-helm  five  points 
to  the  westward ;  but  that  the  Friedrich  rounding  to  very  quickly, 
under  her  starboard-helm,  brought  her  head  within  six  points  of 
the  head  of  the  Steamer.  In  this  state  of  things,  the  Captain  of 
the  Friedrich,  for  the  first  time,  came  on  deck  from  below,  and  his 
evidence  is  material.  He  tells  us  that,  on  his  coming  on  deck,  he 
found  the  bow  of  his  vessel  only  half  a  ship's  length  from  the 
Steamer,  and  that  collision  was  inevitable ;  in  fact,  he  states  that 
the  collision  actually  took  place  within  four  or  five  seconds  after 
he  came  on  deck.  He  describes  the  Steamer  as  lying,  at  the  time 
when  he  came  on  deck,  across  the  bow  of  the  Friedrich,  about  half 
a  length  on  one  side  and  half  a  length  on  the  other  side  of  the 
bow,  so  that  the  stem  of  the  Friedrich  was  pointing  at  the  mid- 
ships of  the  Steamer,  and  that  the  Friedrich  was  still  luffing,  but 
her  sails  had  begun  to  shake  in  the  wind.  Now,  this  position  of 
the  two  ships  must  have  been  produced  either  by  the  Steamer 
running  down  from  the  starboard  side  of  the  Friedrich,  close 
under  her  bows,  or  by  the  Friedrich  rounding  to,  under  a  star- 
board-helm, until  she  brought  her  stem  within  a  few  yards  of  the 


^ 
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Steamer's  midships  on  the  port  side.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  J.  0. 
latter  was  clearly  the  case,  and  that  the  Steamer,  being  on  the  1868 
port  side  of  the  Friedrtch,  could  not  have  anticipated  or  avoided,  i^^ 
more  than  she  did,  this  unexpected,  sudden,  and  erroneous  pro- 
ceedin£^  on  the  part  of  the  Ship.    We  are  pressed  by  the  Counsel 
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of  the  Friedrtch  to  hold  that,  when  the  Steamer  first  observed  the   Antwerp" 
Friedrieh  coming  round  under  a  starboard-helm,  it  was  the  duty  of  .«p^,b|^'Jj. 

the  Steamer,  by  stopping  and  reversing  her  engines,  to  have  gone       

astern  out  of  the  way  of  the  Friedrichy  and  that  she  did  wrong  in 
going  ahead.  But  there  is  no  witness  who  gives  evidence  to  any 
such  effect,  and  even  if  we  were  to  conclude  that  the  stopping, 
reversing,  and  getting  sternway  on  so  large  a  Steamer  as  the  Ant- 
werp, would  not  have  occupied  more  than  three  minutes,  yet  it 
seems  plain  from  the  evidence,  and  particularly  from  the  testi- 
mony of  the  Captain  of  the  Friedrieh  himself,  that  such  an  attempt 
would  not  have  prevented  the  collision.  In  fact,  the  act  done  by 
the  Captain  of  the  Friedrichy  the  instant  he  came  on  deck,  con- 
firms the  conclusion  that  the  best  course  for  the  Aniuperp  to  pur- 
sue was  to  go  ahead  as  rapidly  as  she  could ;  for  the  course  taken 
by  the  Captain  was  to  put  down  his  helm  as  hard  as  possible,  in 
order  to  throw  his  sails  aback,  so  that  he  might  avoid  striking  the 
Antwerp  a  direct  blow  with  the  stem  of  his  vessel,  and  might 
weaken  the  collision  by  striking  her  with  his  starboard-bow ;  and 
this  he  appears  to  have  effected,  for  it  is  clear,  upon  the  evidence, 
that  the  direction  of  the  blow  was  from  aft  to  forward  on  the  side 
of  the  Steamer.  It  was  impossible  for  the  Captain  of  the  Steamer, 
when  he  first  observed  that  the  Friedrieh  was  luflSng,  to  know  or 
suppose  that  she  would  do  anything  so  imnecessary  and  foolish  as 
to  round  to  five  points  under  a  starboard-helm.  She  might  have 
luffed  one  or  even  two  points  without  danger,  and  if  she  had  then 
steadied  and  kept  on  her  course  she  would  have  passed  clear  of 
the  Steamer ;  but  the  evil  arose  from  the  Friedrieh  rounding  to 
five  points  under  a  starboard-helm,  very  quickly,  which,  as  she  was 
so  very  near  the  Steamer,  gave  no  time  for  any  other  course  to  be 
adopted  than  that  which  was  adopted,  and  which  the  Liverpool 
Pilot  on  board,  though  not  in  charge  of  the  Steamer,  and  who  is  a 
disinterested  and  competent  witness,  states  was  the  only  possible 
thing  to  be  done. 
Vol.  n.  8  D 
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J.  a  When  a  Steamer  is  condemned  for  having  omitted  to  do  some- 

1868        thing  which  she  onght  to  have  done,  it  seems  jast  to  require  clear 

j^^i^      proof  of  three  things, — ^first,  that  the  thing  omitted  to  be  done 

was  clearly  within  the  power  of  the  Steamer  to  do ;  secondly,  that 

if  done,  it  would,  in  all  probability,  have  prevented  collision ;  and, 

Amtwkbp"  thirdly,  that  it  was  an  act  which  would  have  occurred  to  any 

"l^uuB^^;*  0®<5er  of  competent  skill  and  experience  in  command  of  the 

Steamer.    These  conditions  do  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  be 

fulfilled  by  those  who  impute  fault  to  the  Steamer  in  this  case,  and, 
in  fact,  all  the  trustworthy  evidence  in  the  cause  leads  to  a  con- 
trary conclusion.  Our  opinion,  therefore,  is,  after  the  most  careful 
examination  of  the  case,  that  the  collision  was  due  to  the  want  of 
a  proper  look-out  on  the  part  of  the  Friedrich,  inasmuch  as  after 
passing  the  Schooner,  the  young  man,  who  was  the  second  Mate  of 
the  Friedrichy  and  was  the  Officer  of  the  watch  on  board  her, 
appears  not  to  have  observed  the  lights  of  the  Steamer  until  he 
was  not  more  than  500  yards  distant  from  her,  and  that  then,  in 
the  anxiety  and  confusion  of  the  moment,  he  gave  the  order  to 
starboard  instead  of  keeping  on  his  course,  which,  if  he  had  done, 
would  have  avoided  collision,  inasmuch  as  the  Steamer  had,  by 
keeping  her  helm  hard  a-port,  gone  off  six  points  to  the  westward 
of  the  course  she  was  pursuing  at  the  time  when  she  first  sighted 
the  sailing-vessel.  At  that  time  the  course  of  the  Friedrich  was 
N.E.,  and  the  course  of  the  Steamer,  being  on  the  port-bow  of  the 
Friedrichy  was  S.W.  half  W. ;  but  at  the  time  of  the  collision  the 
steamer's  head  was  lying  W.N.W. 

Their  Lordships  do  not  find  it  either  stated  or  proved  upon  the 
pleadings  or  the  evidence,  that  anything  was  done  which  ought 
not  to  have  been  done  by  the  Steamer,  or  that  anything  was 
omitted  to  have  been  done  by  her  which  it  was  possible  to  do,  and 
which,  if  done,  would  have  prevented  the  collision.  They  cannot, 
therefore,  concur  with  the  conclusion  of  the  Court  below,  and  they 
will  feel  it  their  duty  humbly  to  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  ought  to  be  reversed. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Gregory^  Bowdiffes,  &  Co. 
Proctors  for  the  Bespondents :  Byhe  dt  Stokes. 
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ON  PETITION  PBOM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEW  SOUTH  WALES. 

Felonif — New  trial — Leave  to  appeal. 

Special  leave  to  appeal  granted  to  the  Attomey-Geneml  of  New  South 
Wales  from  an  Order  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  that  Colony,  whereby  a  verdict 
of  guilty  for  murder  obtained  by  the  Crown  was  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial 
granted. 

Proceedings  in  the  Colony  stayed  pending  the  appeal. 

Ibis  was  a  petition  by  the  Attorney-General  of  the  Colony  of 
New  South  Wales,  praying  for  special  leave  to  appeal  from  an 
Order  of  the  Supreme  Court,  whereby  a  verdict  of  guilty  ob- 
tained for  the  Crown  on  a  trial  for  murder  was  set  aside  and  a 
Venire  de  novo  for  a  new  trial  granted. 

The  facts  as  stated  in  the  petition  were  these : — On  the  12th  of 
August,  1867,  an  Information  was  filed  by  the  Petitioner,  as  such 
Attorney-General,  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  South  Wales,  at 
the  sittings  of  that  Court  holden  at  Darlinffhurst  in  the  Colony,  as 
a  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  Gttol  delivery,  charging  one 
Michael  Murphy  with  having,  on  the  22nd  of  November,  1865,  at 
8ouA  Creek,  killed  and  murdered  one  Samuel  Eassen.  To  this 
Information  the  Prisoner  pleaded  "Not  guilty,"  and  issue  was 
joined  thereon.  The  Prisoner  was  tried  on  the  19th,  20th,  21st, 
and  22nd  days  of  August^  1867,  upon  the  issue  so  joined  upon 
the  Information,  before  Mr.  Justice  CheeJce  and  a  jury.  Evidence 
for  the  Crown  and  for  the  Prisoner  having  been  taken,  the 
Coimsel  for  the  Crown  and  for  the  Prisoner  respectively  addressed 
the  jury.  The  Judge  charged  the  jury,  who  retired  from  the 
Court  to  consider  their  verdict,  and  having  been  kept  without 
at  any  time  separating  for  the  space  of  twenty-seven  hours  and 
upwards,  returned  into  Court  and  stated  in  open  Court  to  the 
Judge,  by  their  Foreman,  that  they  had  not  agreed  upon  their 
verdict  and  were  not  likely  to  agree  thereon,  whereupon  the 

*  PremU . — Lobd  Westbubt,  Sn  James  Whxiax  Colvilb,  and  Sib  Biohabd 
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J.O.       Judge  discharged  the  jury  from  giving  a  verdict,  and  remanded 
1868        the  Prisoner  to  his  former  custody.     At  the  sittings  of  the  Court 
l^gj,^        at  Darlinghurst  as  a  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and   Gaol 
delivery,  on  the  10th  of  September,  1867,  the  issue  upon  the  In- 
formation came  on  again  to  be  tried  before  Mr.  Justice  Faucdir 
and  a  jury,  and  was  tried  on  the  10th,  11th,  12th,  13th,  and  14th 
days  of  September,  when  the  jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty 
upon  the  issue  so  joined  upon  the  Information,  and  the  Court 
sentenced  the  Prisoner  to  death.      On  the  19th  of  September, 
1867,   the   Supreme   Court,  sitting  in  banco,  upon  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Prisoner,  granted  a  rule  calling  upon  the  Petitioner 
to  shew  cause  why  a  Ventre  de  novo  should  not  issue  out  of  the- 
Court  for  the  retrial  of  the  Prisoner  for  the  offence  charged  in  the 
Information,  upon  the  ground  that,  after  the  jury  had  been  em- 
pannelled  to  try  the  issue  on  the  10th  of  September,  and  before 
they  had  delivered  their  verdict,  they  were  allowed  the  free  use  of 
the  Newspapers  of  the  day,  which  contained  reports  of  the  trial  so 
far  as  it  had  gone,  and  in  one  of  which  Newspapers  the  heading 
given  wa3  "  The  South  Creeh  Murder  Case."    On  the  24th  of  Sep- 
tember the  Court  made  the  rule  absolute,  and  ordered  that  an 
entry  be  made  on  the  Eecord  of  conviction  herein  that,  after  the 
jury  had  been  empannelled  to  try  the  case,  and  before  they  had" 
delivered  their  verdict,  the  jurors  were  improperly  allowed  the  free 
use  of  the  Newspapers  of  the  day,  which  contained  reports  of  the- 
trial  so  far  as  it  had  gone;  and  in  one  of  the  Newspapers  the 
heading  given  wats   "  The  SotUh  Creeh  Murder  case ;"  and  the* 
Court  then  further  ordered  that  a  Venire  de  novo  should  issue^ 
out  of  the  Court  for  the  trial  of  Murphy  upon  the  above  charge. 

The  Petitioner  submitted,  that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme- 
Court  sitting  in  banco  upon  the  hearing  of  the  rule  nisi,  was 
erroneous.  First ;  because  the  ordering  by-  the  Court  of  a  writ 
of  Venire  de  novo,  in  the  circumstances  above  stated  was,  in  effect,  ^ 
the  granting  of  a  new  trial,  and  that  the  Court  had  no  power  to 
grant  a  new  trial  of  the  issue.  Secondly ;  because  the  matters 
complained  of,  and  by  reason  of  which  the  writ  of  Venire  de  nova 
was  ordered  to  issue,  did  not  amount  to  a  mis-trial,  or  give  the 
Court  jurisdiction,  in  any  way,  to  set  aside  the  verdict  of  the  jury, 
or  vacate,  quash,  or  avoid  the  judgment  thereon.  Thirdly ;  because- 
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the  Court  had  no  power  to  order  the  issue  of  a  Venire  de  novo  in  J.  a 
any  ease  of  Felony  where  the  verdict  has  been  given  by  a  jury  1868 
dnly  empannelled.  Fourthly ;  because,  if  the  Court  had  power  to  rto. 
order  the  issue  of  a  Venire  de  novo  in  a  case  of  Felony  where  the     muw^ht 

verdict  has  been  given  by  a  jury  duly  empannelled,  the  matters        

relied  upon  in  the  present  case  were  not  such  as  to  warrant  the 
exercise  of  such  power.  The  Petitioner  further  stated,  that  by  the 
practice  of  the  Court  he  was  precluded  from  obtaining  the  leave 
to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council ;  and  that  questions  of  the 
highest  importance  to  the  proper  administration  of  the  Criminal 
Law  in  the  Colony  were  involved  in  the  case,  and  he  prayed  for 
special  leave  to  appeal  from  the  Order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 
New  South  Wales,  of  the  24th  of  September,  1867,  whereby  the 
verdict  of  guilty  obtained  for  the  Crown  in  the  matter  was  set 
iiside,  and  a  new  trial  granted:  and  also  that  in  the  meantime 
all  further  proceedings  in  this  matter  might  be  stayed  until  the 
decision  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council  upon  the  appeal  be  made 
known  in  the  Colony. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hannen,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

This  case  is  similar  in  every  respect  to  Reg  v.  Bertrand  (1),  and 
we  ask  for  an  Order  in  the  same  terms  as  was  made  in  that 
case. 

Lord  Westbury  : — 

In  the  circumstances,  special  leave  to  appeal  will  be  allowed, 
upon  the  same  conditions  as  were  imposed  in  Beg  v.  Bertrand, 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioner :  Messrs.  OUverson,  Peachey,  Denby, 

d  Peachey. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  0.  520. 
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J.C*      OHAELES  LA  BLACHE   .    . Appellant;. 

1867  j,ND 

Vec.  17.     JAIME  SABmO  EANGEL Respondent^ 


THE  ''NINA." 


ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 

Foreign  vessd — Suit  for  ivagea — Admiralty  jurisdiction — Practice  regarding 
notice  to  the  Consvd  in  a  suit  for  wages  against  a  Foreign  vessel — AdmiraUy 
Court  Act  of  1861 — Portuguese  Commercial  Code — Construction  qf  Art.  1489^ 

In  a  suit  for  wages  by  Seamen  on  board  a  Foreign  vessel  tne  Court  of 
Admiralty  has  jurisdiction,  butwiU  not  exercise  it  without  first  giving  notice 
in  accordance  with  the  directions  of  the  10th  of  the  Rules  and  Orders  of 
1859,  for  the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  to  the  Consul  of 
the  nation  to  which  the  Foreign  vessel  belongs,  and  if  the  Consul,  by  protest, 
objects  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  will  determine, 
whether  it  is  fit  and  proper  that  the  suit  should  proceed  or  be  stayed.  Such 
protest  does  not,  i'pso  factOy  operate  as  a  bar  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  as 
the  Foreign  Consul  has  not  the  power  to  put  a  veto  on  the  exercise  of  jurisdic- 
tion by  the  Court  of  Admiralty. 

In  such  suit  it  makes  no  difference  that  the  Plaintiff  is  a  British  subject : 
it  is  the  nationality  of  the  vessel,  and  not  the  nationality  of  the  individual 
Seaman  suing  for  his  wages,  that  regulates  the  course  of  procedure. 

Section  10  of  the  AdmiraUy  Court  Act  of  1861,  24  Vict.  c.  10,  which  gives 
jurisdiction  to  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  over  any  claim  by  a  Seaman  of 
any  Ship  (meaning  thereby  the  Ship  of  any  nation),  only  extends  the  previous 
jurisdiction  la  the  ordinary  case  of  wages,  to  wages  under  special  contract, 
and  disbursements  on  account  of  the  Ship,  and  does  not  abolish  the  practice 
enjoined  by  the  10th  of  the  Rules  and  Orders  of  1859. 

A  British  subject  having  shipped  as  Piloto,  or  Mate,  in  a  Portuguese  vessel, 
under  a  written  instrument  called  a  Matricula,  or  Roll,  which  contained  the 
terms  of  his  engagement ;  instituted  a  suit  and  arrested  the  vessel  on  her 
arrival  at  her  port  of  destination,  on  a  claim  for  extra  wages  and  disburse- 
ments. The  Owner  resisted  the  claim,  insisting  that  the  vessel  was  a  Foreign 
vessel,  and  that  the  Piloto  and  crew  were  engaged  according  to  the  law  of 
Portugal,  and  had  agreed,  by  the  Matrictila,  to  submit  to  the  Codigo  Com- 
mereial  of  Portugal,  which,  by  Art  1489,  provides,  that  in  case  of  any 
dispute  between  him  and  the  Master,  the  Poi*tuguese  Consul  in  or  near  the 
port  at  which  the  vessel  might  chance  to  be,  should  have  exclusive  jurisdic- 


♦  Present ;— Lord  Romilly  (Master  of  the  Rolls),  Sib  James  William. 
CoLViLB,  Sm  Edwabd  Yaughan  Williams,  and  Sib  Richabd  Tobik'  Kik- 

DEB6LEY. 
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lion  to  try  and  detennine  snch  dispute  according  to  the  law  of  Pwtugdl;        j.  (x 
and  he  relied  on  the  protest  of  the  Portngaese  Consal  and  the  law  of  Portugal^         .  _ 


as  stated  by  him  on  affidavit,  as  applicable  to  the  case.    The  Judge  of  the 

High  Court  of  Admiralty  held,  that  although  that  Court  had  jurisdiction  in  a    La  Biache 

case  for  wages  against  a  Foreign  Teasel,  the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction  was      r^»- 

discretionaiy,  and  refused  to  entertain  the  suit,  released  the  vessel  from  arrest,         ...^. 

and  condemned  the  Plaintiff  in  costs  and  damages.     On   appeal,  held  by  TfiaB^NniA.' 

the  Judicial  Committee,  first,  that  though  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty         "^^ 

had  a  general  discretionary  authority  to  entertain  such  a  suit,  yet  the  Plaintiff 

having  by  his  agreement  consented  to  be  bound  by  the  Portuguese  law,  the 

Court  below  rightly  released  the  vessel  from  arrest,  and  determined  that  the 

suit  ought  not  to  be  proceeded  with  in  that  Court ;  but,  as  the  suit  had  not 

come  to,  and  was  not  ripe  for  a  hearing,  the  condemnation  of  the  Plaintiff 

in  costs  and  damages  was  premature,  and  that  part  of  the  decree  of  the 

Court  below  reversed. 

I  HTR  was  an  appeal  from  an  interlocutory  decree  of  the  High 
Coort  of  Admiralty  dismissing  a  suit  brought  by  the  AppeUant 
against  the  ship  Nina^  for  wages,  disbursements,  and  compensation 
for  \Trongfal  discharge ;  and  condemning  the  Appellant  in  costs  and 
damages. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  suit  arose  were  as  follows : — 

In  the  month  of  May,  1867,  the  Portuguese  vessel  Nina  was  at 
EavcmOy  destined  to  proceed  thence  to  Qreenock^  in  North  Britain^ 
with  a  cargo  of  sugar. 

The  Nina  belonged  to  the  port  of  Macao^  a  Portuguese  settle- 
ment in  China,  governed  by  Portuguese  law ;  and  the  Respondent, 
a  shipowner  of  MacaOy  was  the  sole  registered  owner  thereof. 
While  the  Nina  was  at  Savana,  her  then  Master,  Francisco  Dia$ 
Perez  cC Almeida,  engaged  a  crew,  among  whom  was  the  Appellant, 
a  Master  mariner,  and  a  British  subject.  The  whole  crew  were 
engaged  by  a  written  instrument  called  a  McUricula,  or  EoU,  made 
in  conformity  with  the  law  of  Portugal,  The  engagement  of  the 
Appellant  was  to  serve  as  PHoio,  or  Mate,  on  the  voyage  to 
Oreenoch. 

The  Appellant,  in  pursuance  of  such  engagement,  shipped  on 
board  the  Nina^  and  served  as  Pihto  during  the  voyage  from 
Eavana  to  QreenocJc ;  and  upon  her  arrival  there,  and  leaving  the 
Nina^  he  received  from  B' Almeida,  the  Master,  the  amount  of 
the  wages  due  to  him,  with  some  extras  for  disbursements,  &c.,  but 
he  claimed  a  considerable  sum  beyond  that  paid  to  him,  on  account* 
aB  he  alleged,  of  disbursements  made  by  him,  wages,  and  compensa- 
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J.  a  tion,  which  the  Master  refused  to  pay ;  whereupon  he  instituted  a 
1867  suit  against  the  Ship  in  the  Scotch  Court,  and  caused  her  to  be 
La  Blache  arrested.  The  vessel  was,  however,  by  order  of  the  Lord  Ordinary, 
^'  released,  and  the  Appellant  condemned  in  costs.  The  Nina  there- 
upon sailed  for  Cardiff,  and  on  her  arrival  there  was  again  arrested 
at  the  instance  of  the  Appellant,  who  instituted  a  suit  in  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  for  the  wages  and  disbursements  so  claimed  by 
him.  Having  filed  his  petition  setting  forth  his  claim,  the  Be- 
spondent  put  in  an  answer  denying  the  claim,  and  insisting  that  the 
Nina  was  a  Portuguese  ship,  belonging  to,  and  registered  at  Maeao; 
that  the  crew  were  engaged  according  to  the  law  of  Portugal,  by  a 
Matricula,  or  Koll,  whereby  the  Appellant,  the  PHoto,  agreed  to  sub- 
mit to  the  Portuguese  Commercial  Code,  which  provided,  by  Art. 
1489,  that  in  case  of  any  dispute  between  him  and  the  Master,  the 
Portuguese  Consul  in  or  near  the  port  at  which  the  vessel  might 
chance  to  be,  should  have  exclusive  jurisdiction  to  try  and  deter- 
mine such  dispute  according  to  the  law  of  Portugal;  and  the  Ee- 
spondent  alleged  that  the  Appellant  had  not  made  any  attempt  to 
have  his  disputed  claim  determined  by  the  Portuguese  Consul  in 
London,  who  protested  against  the  proceedings  taken  by  the  Appel- 
lant, and  whom  the  Bespondent  was  willing  should  determine  the 
claim.  The  answer  was  supported,  among  other  proofs,  by  the  affi- 
davits of  the  Portuguese  Consul  as  to  the  law  [which  is  set  out  in 
their  Lordships'  judgment  (1)],  and  of  the  Master  of  the  vessel  aa  to 
the  facts  alleged  in  the  defence.  The  Appellant  replied  by  affidavit, 
in  which  he  traversed  the  fetcts  alleged  against  his  claim,  but  did  not 
deny  the  law  applicable  to  the  case  ^nd  stated  that  he  had  offered 
at  Glasgow  to  have  his  claims  determined  by  the  Portuguese  Yice- 
Consul  there.  The  case  was  heard  on  the  22nd  of  November, 
1867,  upon  an  interlocutory  motion  for  the  release  of  the  Ship» 
when  the  Judge  (Sir  Bohert  PhiUimore)  gave  judgment  dismissing 
the  suit,  and  condemning  the  Appellant  in  costs  and  damages,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  protest  of  the  Portuguese  Consul-Greneral  was, 
in  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  a  bar  to  the  exercise  of  the  juris- 
diction of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty. 

The  Appellant  applied  for  and  obtained  leave  to  appeal,  in 
pursuance  of  the  Statute,  24  Vict  c  10,  s.  32, 

(1)  See  post,  p.  45. 
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Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  Lusihington  for  the  Appellant : —  J.  a 

The  dismissal  of  the  Appellant's  suit,  condemning  him  in  costs  i^ 
and  damages  in  a  summary  motion  upon  affidavit,  was  contrary  LaBlaghb 
to  the  rules  and  practice  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  and  con-  Bangkl. 
trary  to  the  due  course  of  justice.  The  question  to  be  determined  thb'^iha/' 
was  one  of  jurisdiction  as  well  as  of  fact,  and  ought  only  to  have  "^ 
been  decided  after  a  due  course  of  proceeding  and  trial.  There 
weie  no  regular  pleadings  before  the  Court,  and  none  of  the  requi- 
sitions prescribed  by  the  68th,  70th,  78th,  and  79th  Bules  and 
Orders  for  pleading  of  1859  were  complied  with ;  that  alone  would 
vitiate  and  render  null  the  proceedings.  The  learned  Judge  of  the 
Admiralty  Court  had  no  warrant  of  law  to  refuse  to  hear  the  suit  of 
a  seaman  against  a  Foreign  Ship,  on  the  groimd  that  the  Consular 
Officer  of  the  State  to  which  the  Ship  belonged  protested  against 
the  exercise  of  the  Court's  jurisdiction.  The  protest  here  was  in- 
fonnal,  it  was  a  mere  statement  in  an  affidavit,  and  not  filed  as  a 
petition  on  protest,  as  directed  by  the  70th  of  the  Eules  of  Admiralty 
pleading.  The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  has  always  had  jurisdic- 
tion over  suits  of  wages  brought  by  seamen  against  Foreign  ships 
although  such  jurisdiction  may  not  have  been  very  frequently  exer- 
cised. In  The  Ooluhchick  (1)  the  late  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court, 
alter  reviewing  all  the  previous  decisions,  and  referring  to  the  cases 
of  The  Two  Friends  (2) ;  The  Courtney  (3) ;  The  Madonna  d^Idra  (4) ; 
The  Wilhdm  Frederick  (5) ;  The  Addph  (6) ;  and  the  American 
case.  The  Jerusalem  (7),  stated  that  in  such  cases  he  should  require 
a  notice  to  be  served  by  the  Plaintiff  on  the  Consular  Officer, 
holding,  however,  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  was  independent 
of  the  Consular  Officer  s  consent.  The  true  purpose  of  the  notice 
to  the  Consul,  which  was  given  in  this  case,  was  to  afford  him  an 
opportunity  to  assist  or  represent  the  Foreign  owner  in  making 
good  any  legal  defences,  but  the  Admiralty  Court  having  jurisdic- 
tion is  bound  to  exercise  it,  and  to  hear  the  case  upon  the  merits, 
if  necessary.  The  decision  in  The  Odubehick  was  probably  the 
foundation  of  the  Bule  10  of  the  Bules  and  Orders  for  the  prao- 

(1)  1  W.  Rob.  148, 153.  (4)  1  Dod.  37. 

(2)  1  Rob.  271-6.  (5)  1  Hagg.  Adm.  Rep.  138. 

(3)  1  Edw.  239.  (6)  3  Ibid.  249. 

(7)  2  Gallison,  198. 
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j.O.  tioe  of  the  Court  of  Admiialtyy  which  were  made  in  1859  puisnant 

1867  to  the  Statutes,  3  &  4  Vict.  cc.  56  and  65,  and  17  &  18  Vict. 

LaBlTchs  ^-  '^^f  ^^  ^^  requires,  in  a  wages  cause  against  a  Foreign 

"•  vessel,  notice  to  be  given  to  the  Consul  of  the  nation  to  which 

—  the  vessel  belonfi:s.     In  1861  the  AdmiraUy  Court  Ad.  24  Vict. 

The  "  Nina."  ^  ' 

^^  '  c.  10,  passed,  which,  by  section  10,  enacts,  that  ^'  The  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  shall  have  jurisdiction  over  any  claim  by  a  Sea- 
man of  any  Ship  for  wages  earned  by  him  on  board  the  Ship, 
whether  the  same  be  due  under  a  special  contract  or  otherwise, 
and  also  over  any  claim  by  the  Master  of  any  Ship  for  wages  earned 
by  him  on  board  the  Ship,  and  for  disbursements  made  by  him  on 
account  of  the  Ship."  The  purport  of  this  section  is  to  give  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  entire  jurisdiction  over  Seamen's  wages.  There 
is  no  ouster  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  the  case  of  a  Foreign 
ship,  even  if  there  is  a  discretion  left  to  the  Court  to  exercise 
its  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case.  Assuming,  however,  that  the  Court 
of  Admiralty  had  such  a  discretion,  this  was  not  a  proper  case  for 
its  exercise.  The  Appellant  is  a  British  subject,  and  though  on 
board  a  Foreign  ship,  such  Ship  was  bound  to  a  British  port,  and 
in  that  view  of  the  case,  the  voyage  as  to  him  was  terminated  on 
the  arrival  of  the  Ship,  and  his  contract  was  completed.  Moreover, 
the  flag  of  the  Ship  was  not  satisfactorily  proved;  but  the  law 
of  Portugal  in  such  a  case  cannot  bind  a  British  Court,  nor  can  a 
Foreign  Consul  have  any  authority  apart  from  Treaty  or  agreement 
to  restrain  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court ;  the  maxim  recognised  by 
all  Courts  is  "  actor  zeguiiur  forum  rei^  The  suggestions  of  fraud 
on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  were  disproved,  and  a  good  cause  of 
action  for  wages  and  compensation,  and  for  disbursements,  was  suffi- 
ciently established.  We  maintain,  therefore,  that  the  interlocutory 
decree  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  reversed  with  costs,  and  the 
suit  be  permitted  to  continue  in  due  and  ordinary  course  of  law. 

The  QueerCs  Advocate  (Sir  Travers  Twiss,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  E.  C. 
Clarlcson,  for  the  Eespondent : — 

The  protest  and  intervention  of  the  Portuguese  Consul  against 
the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  was 
sufficient,  though  made  only  on  affidavit :  The  Eerzogin  Marie  (1) ; 

(1)  Lush.  292. 


^ 
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after  such  a  notice  the  Court  of  Admiraltj,  if  not  altogether        J.  C. 
precluded,  has  a  discretionary  jurisdietion,  which  was  rightly  ex-        18G7 
^rdsed  in  the  drcmnstances  of  this  case :   The  Odtibchiok  (1) ;   ^a  Blague 
The  Oetame  (2) ;    The  Franz  et  Elise  (3).     The  Appellant  had,     j^J^^^ 

hy  the  Ship's  Matrteula.  or  Boll,  submitted  himself  to  the  pro-        

visions  of  the   Codiffo   Commercial  of  Portugal,    That  appears        — " 
from  the  seventh  article  of  the  special  obligations  contained  in 
that  instrument,  a  translation  of  which  was  in  eyidence  in  the 
Court  below.     By  that  Code  he  was  restricted  from  taking  any 
proceedings  against  tiie  Nina  or  her  Master,  and  was  required  to 
submit  any  dispute  or  disputes  that  might  be  existing  between 
them,  either  to  the  Portuguese  Vice-Consul  at  Glasgow^  or  to  the 
Portuguese   Consul-General  in  London.     The  affidavit    of  that 
Officer,  which  contains  his  protest,  states  very  fully  and  very  clearly 
the  law  on  the  case  (4).    The  10th  Kule  of  Admiralty  pleading  (5) 
expressly  provides,  "that  in  a  wages  cause  against  a  Foreign  vessel, 
notice  of  the  institution  of  the  cause  shall  be  given  to  tiie  Consul 
of  the  State  to  which  the  vessel  belongs,  if  there  be  one  resident 
in  London^*    This,  which  is  equivalent  to  a  statutory  enactment, 
is  not  repealed  by  sect.  10  of  the  Admiralty  Cou/rt  Act  of  1861 
(24  Vict  c.  10),  which  enlarges  the  jurisdiction,  but  does  not  limit 
the  discretion  of  the  Court  in  respect  to  the  recovery  of  wages ; 
nothing  is  there  said  regarding  wages  due  from  a  Foreign  ship. 
The  arrest  of  the  vessel  by  the  Appellant  at  Greenock  was  most 
vexatious  and  quite  unjustifiable ;  no  oSei  was  then  made  to  sub- 
mit the  dispute  between  himself  and  the  Kespondent  to  the  Por- 
tuguese Vice-Consul  at  Glasgow,  though  the  Appellant  now  says 
he  was  willing  to  refer  his  claim  to  such  Consul    If  that  is  stated 
honafdef  why  object  now  to  a  reference  to  the  Portuguese  Consul- 
GeneraL    In  The  Milford  (6)  the  late  learned  Judge  of  the  Admi- 
ralty Court,  Dr.  Lushington,  refers  to  his  judgment  in  the  case  of 
The  Gdubchieh,  and  states  the  practice  regarding  the  right  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  entertaining  or  refusing  to  entertain  suits 
by  Foreign  seamen  or  against  Foreign  vessels.    The  former  is  now 
provided  for  by  the  Merchant  Shipping  Ad  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104, 

(1)  1  W.  Bob.  143.  (4)  See  judgment,  ^^  p.  45. 

(2)  Brown  &  Lush.  215.  (o)  Lush.,   Append,   pp.   viL    and 

(3)  5  L.  T.  290;  and  2  Maritime      viu. 

Oases,  26.  (6)  Swa.  362,  365. 
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J.  C.       88.  109,  191).    The  latter  remains  untouched,  and,  as  we  contend, 

1867       has  been  most  properly  exercised  in  this  case.    We  submit  that 

LaBlachb  ^^^  Kespondent    is    entitled  to  have  the  interlocutory  decree 

appealed  from  affirmed,  and  that  the  Appellant  ought  to  be 

condemned  in  costs,  demurrage,  and  expenses  caused  to  us  by 

the  Nina  having  been  kept  under  arrest  in  the  suit. 


V. 

Baxqsl. 
The  "Nina. 


The  case  stood  over  for  consideration,  and  on  the  20th  of  De- 
cember, 1867,  their  Lordships  stated,  that  they  had  agreed  as  to 
their  report  to  Her  Majesty,  though  they  had  not  time  to  settle 
the  reasons,  but  as  the  Ship  was  a  Foreign  vessel  under  arrest, 
they  felt  it  right  at  once  to  order  her  release,  and  would  reserve 
their  formal  judgment  for  a  future  day.  Their  Lordships  ex- 
pressed their  opinion,  that  the  decree  appealed  from  ought  to  be 
varied  in  so  far  as  it  condemned  the  Appellant  in  costs  and 
damages  ;  the  vessel  to  be  released,  and  the  Kespondent  dismissed 
from  all  further  observance  of  justice,  but  that  no  Order  ought  to 
be  made  in  regard  to  costs  and  damages,  either  on  appeal  or  in 
the  Court  below ;  and  further,  that  the  cause  should  be  remitted 
to  the  Judge  of  the  Court  from  which  the  same  was  appealed, 
with  directions  to  carry  their  Lordships'  recommendations  into 
effect.  Her  Majesty  having,  with  the  advice  of  Her  Privy  Council, 
approved  thereof,  an  Order  in  Council  was  made  of  that  date,  in 
conformity  with  their  Lordships'  opinion  so  expressed. 

1868  Their  Lordships'  formal  judgment  was  now  delivered  by 

^^-      Lord  Komilly  :— 

Li  this  case  their  Lordships,  to  avoid  delay,  intimated  on  the 
20th  of  December  last  the  nature  of  the  report  and  recommenda- 
tion they  had  agreed  humbly  to  submit  to  Her  Majesty  ;  and  Her 
Majesty  was  pleased,  by  Her  Order  in  Council  of  the  same  date,  to 
approve  of  that  report,  and  to  direct  that  the  same  be  carried  into 
execution.  Their  Lordships  will  now  proceed  to  state  more  fully 
the  reasons  of  that  decision,  which  could  not  be  stated  at  their 
last  sitting  before  the  adjournment  of  the  Committee. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  which  dismissed 
the  Defendant  from  this  cause  and  all  further  observance  of  justice 
therein,  and  condemned  the  Plaintiff  in  the  costs  and  damages  con- 


IP 


The  •*  NiKA.** 
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sequent  on  the  arrest  of  the  yessel  Nina,  and  also  condemned  him       J.  C. 
in  the  costs  of  the  canse,  and  decreed  the  yessel  to  be  released.  1868 

The  yessel  is  a  Portuguese  yessel ;  the  Appellant  is  a  British    la  Blaohe 

In  April,  1867,  the  Plaintiff  commenced  his  seryices  on  board 
the  NinOj  then  lying  at  Havana.  He  signed  the  articles  in  the 
common  form  which  was  supplied  to  him,  a  certified  copy  of  which 
is  in  eyidence.  On  arriyal  at  OreenocJc,  he  alleges  that  he  was, 
by  ly Almeida,  the  nominal  Captain,  turned  out  of  the  yessel 
without  payment  of  what  was  due  to  him  for  wages  and  disburse- 
ments on  account  of  the  Ship.  Upon  which  he  arrested  her,  but 
not  prosecuting  the  case  with  sufficient  diligence  in  ScoUand,  the 
suit  was  dismissed  and  the  Ship  released.  The  Nina  then  came 
to  Cardiff,  where  the  Appellant  again  arrested  the  Ship,  and 
instituted  this  suit  in  the  Admiralty  Court  for  wages  and  dis- 
bursements. 

In  accordance  with  the  10th  of  the  Bules  of  the  Admiralty 
Court,  published  in  1859,  notice  of  the  suit  was  giyen  to  the 
Portuguese  Consul  residing  in  this  country ;  whereupon  the  Con- 
sul sent  in  a  protest,  which,  as  far  as  is  material,  is  as  follows : — 

"  I  haye  inspected  the  certificate  of  the  Mairicula,  or  Roll,  under 
which  the  Nina  was  sailing  when  she  arriyed  at  OreenocJc  in  the 
month  of  June,  1867;  and  I  say  that  such  Matrievla,  or  Boll, 
purports  to  haye  been  duly  executed,  as  required  by  Portuguese 
law,  before  Fernando  de  Gaver  e  Tisear,  the  Consul-General  of  His 
^ost  Faithful  Majesty  the  King  of  Portugal  at  Havana, 

"By  the  law  oi  Portugal,  the  Masters  of  all  Portuguese  yessels 
are  required,  before  taking  any  Officer  or  seaman  to  sea  in  a 
Portnguese  yessel,  to  enter  into  a  Matrieula,  or  Boll,  setting  forth 
the  yoyage  upon  which  the  ship  is  about  to  sail,  and  that  the 
Officers  and  seamen  about  to  proceed  in  her  haye  agreed  to  serye 
for  that  yoyage ;  and  such  Matrieula,  or  Boll,  is  by  Portuguese  law 
the  only  mode  in  which  a  binding  engagement  can  be  entered  into 
between  the  Master  of  a  Portuguese  ship  and  his  Officers  and 
Seamen ;  and  the  Matrieula,  or  Boll,  when  entered  is  signed  by 
the  Master,  Officers,  and  seamen. 

"  The  Plaintiff  in  this  action,  Charles  La  Blache,  has,  by  the 
said  Mairicula,  or  Boll,  submitted  himself  to  the  proyisions  of  the 
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J.  a  Codiffo  Commercial  of  Portugalj  hj  which  the  said  Charles  La 

18G8  Blache  is  restricted  from  taking  any  proceedings  against  the  Nifia 

La  Blache  ^^  ^^^  Master,  and  is  required  to  submit  any  dispute  or  disputes 

Bangel.  ^^^  might  be  existing  between  them  either  to  the  Portuguese 

_   —  Vice-Consul  at  Glasgmo  or  to  myself. 

Tub  **  Nina," 

^  The  said  Charles  La  Bladhe  has  not^  as  I  am  informed  and  be- 

lieye,  submitted,  or  attempted  to  submit,  any  dispute  or  disputes 
existing  between  him  and  the  Master  of  the  Nina  to  the  Por- 
tuguese Yice-Consul  at  Glasgow;  and  the  said  Charles  La  Blaehe 
has  not  submitted,  or  attempted  to  submit,  any  such  dispute  to 
me,  which  I  would  have  readily  entertained  had  the  said  Charles 
La  Blaehe  so  done. 

^*  The  said  Charles  La  Blache  being  subject  to  the  provisions 
of  the  Codigo  Commercial^  and  not  having  taken  the  measures 
adopted  thereby  to  settle  his  dispute  with  the  Master  of  the  JVffia, 
I  respectfully  submit  that  it  is  not  within  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Honourable  Court  to  entertain  the  claim  of  the  said  Charles  La 
Blache  ;  and,  as  the  Commercial  representative  of  His  Majesty  the 
King  of  Portugal^  I  consider  it  to  be  my  duty  to  respectfully  and 
formally  protest  against  the  exercise  of  the  jurisdiction  of  this 
Honourable  Court  in  or  about  the  dispute  existing  between  the 
said  Charles  La  Blache  and  the  Master  of  the  Portuguese  ship 

Nina. 

*'F.  L  Van  ZeOarr 

In  this  state  of  things  several  questions  arise : 

First ;  whether  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  any  jurisdiction  at 
all  in  the  case  of  a  claim  for  wages  by  Seamen  for  service  on  board 
of  a  Foreign  vessel. 

Second ;  if  it  has  such  jurisdiction,  whether,  before  exercising  it, 
the  Court  is  bound  to  send  notice  of  the  case  to  the  Consul  of  the 
State  to  which  the  vessel  belongs. 

Third ;  if  the  Foreign  Consul  intervenes  and  protests,  whether 
such  protest  operates  vpso  facto  as  an  absolute  bar  to  the  prosecu- 
tion of  the  suit^  or  whether  the  Judge  is  to  take  into  consideration 
the  grounds  and  reasons  advanced  by  the  Consul,  and  to  determine 
*  according  to  his  discretion  whether,  having  regard  to  those  grounds 
and  reasons,  it  is  fit  and  proper  that  the  suit  should  proceed  or  be 
stayed. 


^ 


V. 

Ramgel. 
Thb*'Nika." 
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Fourth ;  whether  the  grounds  and  reasons  put  forward  m  the  J.  O. 
protest  of  the  Portuguese  Consul  in  the  present  case  are  sufficient  I868 
to  satisfy  the  Court  that  the  suit  ought  to  be  stayed.  i,^  Blaohe 

On  the  first  question,  no  doubt  whatever  is  entertained  by  their 
Lordships.  From  the  time  of  Lord  StamU  down  to  the  present, 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  always  asserted  and  exercised  this 
jurisdiction.  And  if  there  remained  any  doubt  on  the  subject,  the 
10th  section  of  the  Act,  24  Vict.  c.  10,  expressly  gives  jurisdiction 
to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  the  case  of  any  Ship,  which,  as  the 
context  and  the  rest  of  the  Act  plainly  shew,  means  the  Ship  of 
any  nation. 

Nor  have  their  Lordships  any  more  doubt  upon  the  second 
question.  It  has  been  argued  at  the  bar  that  the  10th  section  of 
the  Act,  24  Vict.  c.  10,  before  referred  to,  has  the  effect  of  abolish- 
ing the  practice  enjoined  by  the  10th  of  the  Bules  of  the  Admi- 
ralty Court  of  1859,  before  referred  to,  of  sending  notice  to  the 
Consul  of  the  nation  to  which  the  Foreign  ship  belongs.  To  this 
argument  their  Lordships  cannot  accede.  If  it  had  been  intended 
by  the  Legislature  to  abolish  the  practice,  that  10th  Kule,  which 
it  is  to  be  observed  has  the  force  of  Statute,  would  have  been  ex- 
pressly referred  to  by  the  Act,  and  overruled.  This  is  not  done. 
The  10th  section  of  the  Act  is  perfectly  consistent  with  the  *Bule. 
rhe  only  object  of  that  section  was  to  extend  the  jurisdiction 
which  the  Court  already  had  in  the  ordinary  case  of  wages,  to  the 
cases  of  wages  under  special  contract,  and  of  disbursements  on 
account  of  the  Ship. 

With  respect  to  the  third  question,  their  Lordships  are  of 
opioion  that  the  protest  of  the  Foreign  Consul  does  not,  ipso  facto, 
operate  as  a  bar  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit.  The  Foreign 
Consul  has  not  the  power  to  put  a  veto  on  the  exercise  of  its 
jurisdiction  by  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  It  is  well  observed  by 
Dr.  LiMhinffton,  in  the  case  of  The  Oclubchiek,  that  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  cannot  depend  upon  the  will  of  a 
Foreign  Consul;  that  as  he  cannot  confer  the  jurisdiction,  so  he 
cannot  take  it  away.  If  the  Consul  protests,  but  advances  no 
reason,  the  suit  will  proceed.  If  he  advances  reasons  for  staying 
the  suit,  the  Plaintiff  must  be  at  liberty  to  dispute  the  facts  and 
answer  the  reasons  put  forward  by  the  Consul ;  and  then  the  Judge 
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J.  C.       of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  is  to  exercise  his  discretion,  and  deter- 

1868       mine  whether,  having  regard  to  those  reasons,  with  the  answers 

LaBlache   thereto,  it  is  fit  and  proper  that  the  suit  should  proceed  or  be 

Rak  stayed.     By  discretion  is   meant,  to  use   the  words   of   Lord 

-;; —     ,,  EldoUj  in  White  v.  Damon  (1),  not  an  arbitrary,  capricious  dis- 

~  '  cretion,  but  one  that  is  regulated  upon  grounds  that  will  make  it 

judicial.  That  the  exercise  of  this  jurisdiction  by  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  lies  in  the  discretion  of  the  Court  in  the  sense  before 
stated,  is  established  by  a  long  line  of  authorities,  from  the  time 
of  Lord  StoweU  down  to  the  present.  They  are  all  one  way,  and 
they  are,  in  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships,  conclusive  on  this 
subject.  Ajid  their  Lordships  concur  in  the  decision  of  the  late 
learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  the  case  of  The  Odavie, 
that  this  discretion  is  not  taken  away  by  the  10th  section  of  the 
Admiralty  Jurisdiction  Act,  already  referred  to. 

Upon  the  first  three  questions,  then,  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  in  the  case  of  a  suit  for  wages  by  seamen  for  service 
on  board  of  a  Foreign  vessel,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  has  juris- 
diction, but  that  it  will  not  exercise  it  without  first  giving  notice 
to  the  Consul  of  the  nation  to  which  the  Foreign  vessel  belongs ; 
and  that  if  the  Foreign  Consul,  by  protest,  objects  to  the  prose- 
cution of  the  suit,  the  Court  will  determine  according  to  its  dis- 
cretion, judicially  exercised,  whether,  having  regard  to  the  reasons 
advanced  by  the  Consul,  and  the  answers  to  them  ofiered  on  the 
part  of  the  Plaintiff,  it  is  fit  and  proper  that  the  suit  should  pro- 
ceed or  be  stayed. 

Their  Lordships  are  further  of  opinion,  that  it  makes  no  differ- 
ence that  the  Plaintiff  is  a  British  subject.  It  is  the  nationality 
of  the  vessel,  and  not  the  nationality  of  the  individual  seaman 
suing  for  his  wages,  that  must  regulate  the  course  of  procedure. 

With  respect  to  the  fourth  question  which  is,  whether  the  facts 
and  reasons  adduced  by  the  Foreign  Consul  are  established,  and,  if 
so,  whether  they  are  sufiScient  to  induce  the  Court  to  stay  the 
further  prosecution  of  this  suit ;  their  Lordships  think  that  they 
are  so. .  The  Plaintiff  does  not  deny  that  the  Eoll  or  Matricula 
which  he  signed  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  that  it  contained  the 
usual  printed  conditions  which  now  appear  on  the  certified  copy 

(1)  7  Yes.  35. 


^ 
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produced  in  Court.     By  these  he  agrees  to  be  bound  by  the  Per-  J.  0. 

tugnese  law ;  the  Consul  asserts  the  law  to  be,  that  in  case  of  I868 

<lifierenoe  between  the  Seamen  and  the  Captain  the  case  shall  be  ^^  blacbb 

determined  by  the  Portuguese  Consul  residing  in  the  country  ^  *'«.. 

where  the  Ship  is  arrested.    The  consequence  is,  that  he  is  the  

The  ••NnrA*'* 

Judge  to  determine  the  contest  between  the  Plaintiff  and  Defen-       

dant,  and  he  is  ready  and  willing  to  hear  and  dispose  of  the  case. 
No  evidence  is  given  to  contest  the  accuracy  of  this  statement, 
and  this  being  so,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff 
has  agreed  to  refer  such  matters  to  the  decision  of  the  Portuguese 
Consul  resident  here,  and  that  this  constitutes  a  sufficient  ground 
to  induce  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  come  to 
the  conclusion  that,  in  the  proper  exercise  of  his  discretion,  this 
suit  should  not  be  proceeded  with. 

It  must  be  a  very  strong  case  in  which  their  Lordships  would  be 
disposed  to  overrule  the  discretion  of  any  Judge  which  had  been 
Jxma  fde  exercised  on  judicial  principles,  and  they  are  of  opinion 
that  the  decision  of  the  learned  Judge  is  correct  in  dismissing  the 
cause  and  releasing  the  vessel  i  but  .the  decree  in  the  Court  below 
proceeds  to  award  costs  and  damages  to  the  Defendant  against  the 
Plaintiff.  Their  Lordships  are  unable  to  discover  on  what  prin- 
ciple this  can  be  rested.  The  question  in  the  Court  below,  and 
now  before  their  Lordships,  is  not  whether  the  Plaintiff  was  right 
in  his  suit ;  for  the  suit  has  not  properly  come  to  any  hearing  on 
the  merits.  The  evidence  necessary  for  arriving  at  a  decision  on 
the  merits  has  not  been  produced.  The  only  question  properly 
before  the  Court  below  was,  whether  the  suit  instituted  by  the 
Plaintiff  should  be  allowed  to  proceed  or  not;  in  other  words, 
whether  the  facts  and  reasons  set  forth  by  the  Portuguese  Consul 
were  sufficient  to  induce  the  Court  to  refuse  to  allow  the  suit  to 
proceed,  and  these  facts  and  reasons  were  the  only  matters  which 
could  be  properly  contested  in  the  Court  below.  The  learned 
Judge  arrived  at  the  conclusion,  as  their  Lordships  think  cor- 
rectly, that  the  suit  should  not  proceed ;  but  that  very  circum- 
stance made  it  impossible  for  the  Court  to  come  to  a  safe  and 
satisfactory  conclusion  as  to  what  would  have  been  the  result  if 
the  suit  had  been  allowed  to  proceed,  the  proofs  on  both  sides 

given  in  the  usual  manner,  and  the  cause  heard  on  the  merits. 
Vol.  n.  3  E 


The  "  NmA. 


50  CASES  IN  THE  PBIVT  COUNCIL.  [L.  E. 

J.  C.  Their  LordshipSy  therefore,  are  xmable    to  concur  mth  the 

1868       learned  Jadge  of  the  Conrt  of  Admiralty  in  that  portion  of  his 

La  BlIche   <l^f ^6  which  fixes  the  Plaintiff  with  the  payment  of  costs  and 

*•         damages,  and  have,  therefore,  humbly  reported  to  Her  Majesty 

that  the  decree  of  the  C!ourt  of  Admiralty  be  varied  by  striking 

out  of  it  so  much  as  relates  to  such  costs  and  damages.     The 

decree  runs  thus : — Her  Majesty  dismisses  the  Defendant  from  this 

cause  and  aU  further  observance  of  justice  therein,  and  decrees  the 

said  vessel  to  be  released ;  but  their  Lordships  do  not  think  fit  to 

make  any  order  as  to  costs,  either  in  the  Court  below,  or  in  the 

appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  CounciL 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  CottertU  &  Sons. 
Proctors  for  the  Bespondent :  ClarJcaon,  Sony  &  Cooper. 


J.  C.»        KO  KHINE  AND  OTHERS APPELLANTS; 


]  868  j^'D 

F^^      KICHAKD  SNADDEN Respondent. 

ON  PETITION  FROM  THE  mGH  COURT  OP  JUDICATURE  AT  FORT 

WILLIAM,  IN  BENGAL. 

Appeal — Subject  matter  in  suit  under  appealable  value — Decision  to  govern 
other  suits — Practice—Special  leave  to  appeal. 

In  circumstances,  special  leave  to  appeal  granted,  although  the  amount 
involved  in  the  action  was  under  the  appealable  value,  Rs.I0,000.  There 
being  (I),  an  important  question  of  law  raised,  and  eleven  other  actions  brought 
involving  the  same  question  of  law,  and  which  had  been  directed  by  an  Order 
of  the  Court  below  to  be  heard  upon  the  same  evidence  and  concluded  by  the 
same  judgment ;  and  (2),  the  aggr^te  amount  involved  in  the  actions  being 
more  than  the  appealable  value. 

XHIS  was  a  petition  for  special  leave  to  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  High  Court  of  Judicature  at  Fort  WiUiam,  in  Bengal^  and 
an  Order  made  by  that  Court  refusing  leave  to  appeal  to  Her 

*  PrMcni  ;-—LoBD  Westbuby,  Snt  James  William  Colvile,  Sib  Richabd 
ToBiN  KiNDEBSLET,  and  Sib  Lawbence  Peel. 
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Majesty  in  Council,  on  the  ground  that  the  sum  involved  did  not  J.  c. 
amount  to  Rs.10,000,  the  appealable  value  prescribed  by  the  Order  1868 
in  Council  of  the  10th  of  April,  1838.  Ko^mHB 

The  petition  set  forth  that  the  Petitioners,  Ko  Ehine  and  others,    ^     ^* 

brought  an  action  in  the  Court  of  the  Eecorder  of  MotUmein,  being        

suit,  No.  153  of  1865  of  that  Court,  against  Snadden  and  others 
to  recover  fifty-two  logs  of  teak  timber  in  specie,  marked  |  gg  | 
valued  at  B8.3380,  being  a  portion  of  609  logs  worked  out  of 
Mhindoonffhie  Forest  in  BiMrmah.    That  besides  the  above  action 
brought  by  the  Petitioners,  eleven  other  actions  were  brought  in 
the  same  Court  in  respect  of  different  portions  of  the  same  609 
logs  by  various  other  Plaintiffs  against  the  Defendants,  and  that 
each  of  these  actions  involved  the  same  issue,  namely,  whether 
the  Defendants  had  or  had  not  right  to  the  Mhinehonghie  tim- 
ber, the  subject  of  the  first  action:    that  these  actions  were 
numbered  in  the  Court  as  regular  suits  from  Nos.  161  to  176 
of  1865  respectively;   that  Bwm  and  Snadden,  two  of  the  De- 
fendants, appeared  and  answered  in  the  action  No.  153,  and  also 
in  the  eleven  other, actions  before  mentioned;  and  that,  on  the 
3rd  of  October,  1865,  an  Order  was  made  by  Mr.  /.  PUt  Kennedy, 
the  Judge  of  the  Becorder's  Court,  by  which  it  was  ordered,  with 
the  consent  of  all  parties,  that  all  legal  evidence  to  be  taken 
in  the  action  No.  153,  should  be  evidence  in  the  several  other 
actions.     That  issues  having  been  prepared  and  ordered  in  such 
action  at  the  instance  of  the  Petitioners  it  was,  on  the  18th  of  De- 
cember, 1865,  ordered  by  the  Judge  that  the  issues  in  the  several 
actions  should  be  the  same  as  the  issues  in  the  action,  No.  153 ; 
that  on  the  8th  of  May,  1866,  it  was  ordered  by  the  Court,  on  the 
application  of  the  Plaintifis  in  the  several  actions,  that  the  names 
of  two  of  the  Defendants  be  withdrawn  from  the  record  and  that  the 
action  proceed  against  Snadden.  That  on  the  18th  of  May,  1866,  and 
on  various  subsequent  days,  the  action  No.  153  came  on  for  trial, 
and  evidence  was  adduced  on  both  sides,  and  on  the  24th  of  August, 
1866,  the  Court  pronounced  judgment  in  fisivour  of  the  Plaintiflfe, 
and  it  was  decreed  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  recover  from  the  Defen- 
dant in  specie  fifty-two  logs  of  teak  timber  marked  with  a  double 
sickle  (qq)  as  claimed  in  the  plaint,  together  with  the  costs  of  suit; 

and  it  was  further  adjudged  that  such  decree  should  govern  also  the 

8  E  2 


r 
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j,  a  canec;  Nor.  1€1  to  176.  That  the  jndzment  of  the  24th  of  August, 
ISC8  1866,  was  appealed  from  br  the  Defendant,  Smaddem,  to  the  High 
Vi'}Kam  ^^^^'vui  of  Jndicatiiie  at  Fori  WSUam,  in  Bengal^  and  jndgmirait  was 
pronoimoed  bjr  that  Conit  on  soch  ^ipeal,  Xo.  298  of  1866,  on  the 
22nd  of  Maich,  1867.  That  bj  this  judgment  the  High  Gonrt 
lereraed  the  judgment  of  the  Coort  below  of  the  24th  of  Angnst, 
1866,  and  ordered  that  decree  to  be  giTcn  for  Smaddenj  the  then 
Appellant,  with  all  costs  of  that  proceeding.  That  the  judgment 
of  the  High  CJoart  so  pronoimoed  was  declared  by  the  Court  to 
relate  only  to  the  suit  153,  being  the  suit  at  the  instance  of  the 
Petitioners ;  that  of  the  eleven  other  actions  which  wero  originally 
decided  along  with  the  action  Na  153  at  the  instance  of  the  Peti* 
tioners  by  the  judgment  of  the  Recorder  of  Moulmein  of  the  24th 
of  August,  1866,  seven  only  involyed  an  amount  sufficiently  large 
to  entitle  the  parties  to  appeal  to  the  High  Court  of  Judicature  at 
Fort  WiUiam,  and,  accordingly,  that  these  seven  actions  were  so 
appealed,  and,  on  the  29th  of  March,  1867,  the  High  Court  pro- 
nounced judgment  in  the  same.  That  in  giving  sudi  judgment 
the  Court,  among  other  things,  with  respect  to  the  other  seven 
actions,  observed,  "  it  is  extremely  doubtful  whether,  in  accordance 
with  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  sects.  351-2,  we  should  be  com- 
petent to  remand  these  cases,  if  even  we  thought  that  justice 
required  us  to  do  so.  We  might,  indeed,  permit  the  reception  of 
additional  evidence,  but^  assuredly,  the  &cts  of  the  case  would 
a£ford  no  justification  for  our  doing  so,  and  we  aro  bound  by  a 
recent  decision  of  the  Judicial  Committee  (in  the  case  of  Sreeman- 
chunder  Bey  v.  Oopatdehunder  Ghuckerbutty  (1) )  to  abstain  from 
admitting  farther  evidence  on  appeal  without  any  substantial 
cause  for  so  doing,  to  be  recorded  in  the  proceedings.  We  have, 
therefore,  no  choice  but  to  reverse  the  several  decrees  of  the  Court 
below,  and  we  reverse  them  accordingly,  with  all  costs  of  these 
proceedings/'  The  petition  then  set  forth  that  the  total  value  of 
the  seven  actions  and  of  the  action  at  the  instance  of  the  Peti- 
tioners amounted  to  Bs.34,990 ;  and  that  the  Petitioners  applied 
within  the  time  limited  to  the  High  Court  for  leave  to  appeal  to 
Her  Majesty  in  Council,  on  the  following  among  other  grounds, 
viz.i  that  although  the  action  No.  153  at  the  instance  of  the  Peti- 

(1)  11  Moore*8  Ind.  App.  Gases,  28. 


I'. 
Snaddex. 
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tionersy  was  valued  at  only  Bs.3380,  yet  the  right  of  Snadden,  the  j.  c. 
Defendant^  to  the  whole  609  logs  of  timber  before  mentioned  was  ises 
inyolved  in  it^  and  because  seven  other  actions  were  made  to  follow  ko'khine 
the  result  of  the  action  Ko.  153  at  the  instance  of  the  Petitioners ; 
but  that  the  High  Court  refused  such  leave  to  appeal,  and  the 
Petitioners  submitted,  that  not  only  was  the  right  of  Snadden  to 
the  whole  of  the  609  logs  of  timber  indirectly  involved  in  the 
action  at  the  instance  of  the  Petitioners,  and  the  eleven  before- 
mentioned  actions  considered  by  the  Becorder  at  Mouimein  to  be 
governed  by  the  decision  in  the  action,  and  the  seven  appeals  to 
the  High  Court  made  to  follow  the  dedsion  in  the  action  at  the 
instance  of  the  Petitioners,  but  that  the  judgment  practically  in- 
volved a  value  of  Bs.34,990,  and  that  twelve  other  actions  were 
depending  involving  the  same  question  in  regard  to  the  Mhine- 
honghie  timber ;  and  they  further  stated,  that  important  questions 
•at  law  were  involved  in  the  action  so  tried,  and  also  in  the  seven 
other  actions  which,  by  the  decision  of  the  High  Court,  were  made 
to  follow  the  result  of  that  action,  and  prayed  for  special  leave  to 
appeal  from  the  decree  of  the  High  Court  of  the  22nd  of  March, 
1867,  and  also  from  the  Order  or  judgment  of  that  Court  reject- 
ing the  petition  for  special  leave  to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in 
Council. 

Mr.  J.  8.  jr*B,  for  the  Petitioners : — 

Besides  the  suit  in  which  leave  to  appeal  has  been  refused, 
there  are  seven  other  cases  involving  the  same  question  of  law  • 
now  pending  in  the  High  Court  of  Judicature,  all  of  which  will 
be  governed  by  this  case.  Although  the  subject  matter  does  not 
amount  to  the  appealable  value,  Bs.10,000,  as  required  by  the 
Order  in  Council,  10th  April,  1838,  yet  the  aggregate  amount  of 
the  suits  is  Bs.34,990.  Act,  No.  XXL  of  1863,  ss.  3  and  27, 
declares  the  appealable  value  to  be  Bs.10,000  involved  directly 
or  indirectly  in  the  claim,  which  meets  this  case.  •  In  similar  cir- 
cumstances special  leave  was  granted :  Baboo  Chpcd  LaU  Thahoor 
V.  Tduk  Chimder  Bat  {1). 

(1)  7  Moore's  Ind.  App.  Cases,  548.      Bahoo  Mootechund  (1  Moore's  Ind.  App. 
See  Moo/ti  Mohummud  UbdooUah  v.      Cases,  363). 
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J.  o.  Their  Lordahipe,  acting  upon  the  authority  of  the  case  cited, 

1868  granted  the  leave  asked  for  upon  the  usual  terms  of  security  being 

KoK^  given  for  costs. 

BM^DDa.  Agent  for  the  Petitioners :  William  Bobertsan. 


J.  c.»  In  re  McINNES'  PATENT. 

1868 

w-y^  Letters  Patent^Speeifieation^Subjeet  matter  of  invention— Qmbination  of 

Feb,  24.  chemical  substances  in  common  use — Prqfits, 


The  subject  matter  of  an  inventioii  was  the  employment  of  a  metallic 
soap,  composed  of  well-known  chemical  substances  in  common  use,  which 
the  specification  described  as  applicable  for  coating  of  iron  and  wood  to 
prevent  the  fouling  of  ships'  bottoms,  and  for  other  useful  purposes.  Prolon- 
gation of  the  term  of  such  Letters  Patent  refused  on  the  ground,  firsts  that  the 
recommendation  of  an  extenaon  being  discrettonBTy,  it  would  be  detrimental 
to  the  public  inter^t  to  grant  the  exclusive  benefit  of  a  metallic  soap  made 
from  substances  in  common  use ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  Patentee  had,  as  it 
appeared  from  the  accounts,  been  adequately  remunerated  for  his  invention. 

iHE  Patentee  in  this  case  applied  for  an  extension  of  the  term  of 
Letters  Patent,  dated  the  21st  of  June,  1854,  for  his  invention  of 
**  An  improved  composition  for  coating  the  bottoms  of  iron  ships 
to  prevent  their  fouling;  and  other  useful  purposes."  The  specifi- 
cation described  the  invention  to  consist  in  the  application  of  a 
metallic  soap,  in  which  might  be  combined  mineral  poisons,  to  the 
*  bottoms  of  iron  or  wooden  ships,  to  prevent  their  fouling  at  sea  by 
the  adhesion  of  animal  and  vegetable  matter,  which  was  to  be  ap- 
plied to  the  surface,  to  be  coated  in  a  liquid  state.  The  mode  of 
preparing  a  metallic  Soap  the  Patentee  described  as  follows : — '^  I 
take  a  quantity  of  what  is  termed  in  commerce,  *  pale  yellow  soap,' 
which  is  a  compound  of  fat,  resin,  and  an  alkali.  I  dissolve  the 
soap  in  water,  and  then  add  a  solution  of  a  metallic  salt,  mutual 
decomposition  'takes  place,  the  £Eit  and  resin  combine  with  the 
metal  in  a  state  of  oxide,  forming  a  metallic  soap,  and  alkali  com- 

•  Present :— Sib  William  Erlb,  Sib  James  William  Colvile,  Snt  Edward 
Vaughan  Williams,  and  Sib  Bobkbt  PmLUMoius  (Judge  of  the  Admibalty 
Coubt). 
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tmes  with  the  acid  of  the  salt^  which  lemains  in  solutioiL  The  J.  0. 
mass  of  soap  is  then  well  washed  in  several  waters,  and  when  cool  ISGS 
pressed  to  remove  as  much  adhering  w;ater  as  possible,  any  re-  in  re 
maining  water  is  driven  off  by  heat  in  an  iron  or  other  vessel,     p^^^^ 

In  preparing  a  metallic  soap  for  the  purposes  here  intended,  I  pre-        

fer  to  employ  a  salt  of  copper,  and,  in  preference,  the  sulphate,  or, 
as  it  is  commonly  called,  ^  blue  vitriol,'  I  dissolve  '  pale  yellow 
soap'  in  water  by  steam,  or  otherwise,  and  to  every  hundred  parts 
thereof  I  add  from  forty  to  fifty  parts  of  sulphate  of  copper  (blue 
vitriol),  or  such  quantity  as  will  cause  a  complete  decomposition  of 
the  soap.  Should  there  be  an  excess  of  salt  of  copper  (blue  vitriol) 
it  will  do  no  injury,  as  it  will  be  removed  by  the  after  washings.  To 
coat  the  bottom  of  a  ship  or  vessel  with  the  composition  I  heat  it  in 
an  iron  or  other  vessel  until  it  becomes  sufficiently  fluid ;  then  with  a 
stiff  brush  apply,  while  hot,  a  moderately  thick  coat.  The  object  of 
my  invention  is  not  only  to  present  a  poisonous  surface  (when  ^ 
cnpreous  or  other  poisonous  soap  is  used),  but  that  it  shall  become 
smooth  and  polished  by  the  friction  of  the  water  on  the  composition 
while  the  vessel  is  passing  through  the  water,  thereby  presenting 
a  snr&ce  to  which  neither  bamade  nor  sea-weed  can  adhere.  The 
composition  or  compositions  hereinbefore  described  may  have  other 
poisonous  ingredients  mixed  herewith,  such  as  arsenic,  oxides  of 
mercuy,  or  other  substances  known  to  act  injuriously  on  animal  or 
vegetable  life.  When  a  cupreous  or  other  poisonous  metallic  soap 
is  used  they  will  be  found  to  be  unnecessary." 

The  petition  stated  that  prior  to  this  invention  it  had  been  a 
common  practice  to  coat  the  bottoms  of  ships  with  sheeting  made 
of  very  expensive  metals  and  alloys,  and  for  that  purpose  copper, 
or  Muntz^'s  yellow  metal,  had  been  usually  employed ;  that  the  ex- 
pense attending  that  system  of  coating  was  very  great,  and  in  addi- 
tion to  the  objection  on  the  score  of  expense,  it  was  found  that  for 
the  coating  of  iron  vessels,  which  of  late  years  had  been  built  in 
great  and  increasing  numbers,  the  use  of  sheeting  made  of  copper  or 
its  alloys  was  very  objectionable,  owing  to  the  chemical  and  galva- 
nic action  that  takes  place  between  copper  and  its  alloys  and  iron 
when  the  metals  are  exposed  to  the  action  of  sea-water ;  that  the 
Petitioner  had  devoted  much  time  and  attention  in  discovering  a 
suitable  composition  that  might  be  economically  applied  directly  to 
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J.  c.       the  bottoms  of  wooden  or  iron  ships,  and  which  would  not  in  the 
1868       latter  case  act  injuriously  upon  the  iron ;  and  that  he  at  last  suc- 
j^       ceeded  in  discovering  that  he  could  use  a  composition  consisting  of 
MciKi^K*     yellow  soap  combined  with  certain  mineral  substances  which  act  as 
—        poisons  on  sea-weeds,  shell-fish,  and  other  vegetable  or  animal  de- 
posits, and  which  composition  had  been  found,  after  long  trial,  to  be 
an  economical  and  efficient  coating  for  the  bottoms  of  ships,  and 
had  supplied  the  desideratum  which  was  every  year  becoming  more 
requisite,  especially  for  iron  ships;  and  which  further  increased  the 
speed,  as  it  gave  the  bottom  of  a  vessel  a  smooth  slippery  surface 
peculiarly  adapted  to  facilitate  a  rapid  passage  through  the  water : 
That  from  the  prejudice  among  shipowners  the  invention  was  very 
slow  in  coming  into  use,  and  in  consequence  of  the  loss  by  experi- 
ments he  had  not  realised  an  adequate  remuneration,  and  he 
prayed  for  an  extension  for  fourteen  years. 
.  No  caveat  was  entered. 

Evidence  was  given  shewing  the  value  of  the  invention  as  an 
anti-fouling  paint  in  preventing  the  adhesion  of  barnacles  or  sea- 
weed, and  presenting  a  permanent  slippery  surface,  which  tended 
to  increase  the  speed  of  the  vessel's  progress  through  the  water, 

» 

The  Patentee,  who  was  examined,  admitted  that  the  patented  article 
was  not  new  as  a  chemical  compound,  but  that  it  was  new,  so  far  as 
he  Imew,  in  its  application  for  the  purpose  of  coating  ships'  bottoms. 
He  further  said  that  the  articles  forming  the  composition  were  sold 
to  purchasers  to  be  used  ad  libitum.  From  the  accounts  filed  it 
appeared  that,  although  there  had  been  no  profits  for  the  first 
years  of  the  Patent,  yet  the  Patentee  had  during  the  last  three 
years  derived  a  net  profit  of  £2835.  16s.  lid.  The  Patentee  had 
debited  himseK  for  the  early  years  of  the  Patent  with  the  sum  of 
£400  a  year,  and  for  the  latter  years  with  £200,  as  a  charge  for 
personal  superintendence  in  the  manufacture ;  he  also  charged  for 
the  raw  material  used  in  making  the  composition,  and  for  commis- 
sion allowed  to  Agents  for  sales. 

Sir  William  Erle  ::— 

On  the  face  of  the  specification  it  appears  that  the  Patent  was 
granted  for  the  exclusive  use  of  substances  known  and  common 
to  all  mankind,  to  be  applied  in  combination  to  prevent  the  action 


VOL.  IL]  CASES  m  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  57 

of  sea-water.  Is  such  a  combination  the  proper  subject  of  a  J.  C. 
Patent?  Although  this  Tribunal  does  not  adjudicate  upon  the  1868 
ralidity  of  a  Patent,  yet  in  a  case  where  the  validity  is  doubtful,       jhw 

their  Lordships  exercise  a  discretion  in  recommending,  or  other-  ^^cIwnes' 

wise,  the  Crown  to  prolong  the  term.  

Mr.  Orove,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Adon,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

This  case  is  distinguishable  from  MeDcmgoTs  Patent  (1).  There 
the  subject  matter  was  a  well-known  chemical  acid  used  as  a 
sanitery  agent,  in  common  use  before  and  after  the  grant  of  the 
Letters  Patent.  Here  the  Patentee  does  not  claim  the  exclusive 
use  of  the  composition  except  as  an  insoluble  protecting  substance, 
before  unknown,  to  be  applicable  to  the  coating  of  ships'  bottoms. 
In  HHk  V.  London  Gadight  Company  (2)  the  Patent  was  for  purifi- 
cation of  gas  by  a  known  chemical  ingredient,  but  as  it  had  never 
before  been  applied  to  that  particular  purpose  it  was  held  to  be 
the  fit  subject  of  a  Patent.  So,  in  Oxley  v.  Holden  (3),  which  was 
an  invention  claimed  by  the  Patentee  as  applicable  to  Railway 
Carriages,  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  sustained  the  Patent,  as 
being  a  mode  of  applying  known  materials  in  a  new  way. 

Sib  William  Eble  directed  attention  to  the  accounts  furnished 
by  the  Patentee. 

Mr.  Qrove,  Q.C. : — ^The  charge  by  the  Patentee  of  £400  for  his 
personal  superintendence  with  respect  to  the  Patent  for  the  early 
years,  when  the  Patent  was  totally  unproductive,  and  £200  for  the 
latter  years,  was  a  fair  remuneration,  and  £200  was  a  proper 
deduction  to  be  made  in  estimating  the  profits  of  the  Patent :  In 
re  Perkins'  Patent  (4).  So  also  was  the  allowance  of  commission 
on  sales:  In  re  Poole's  Patent  (5).  He  was  also  a  Manufacturer  of 
the  patent  article,  and  entitled  to  deduct  for  manufacturer's  profits : 
In  re  Betts's  Patent  (6). 

Mr.  Arehibald,  for  the  Crown : — 

Submitted,  whether  the  invention  was  properly  the  subject  of  a 

(1)  Ante,  p.  1.  (4)  2  Webs.  Pat.  Cases,  16. 

(2)  5  H.  &  N.  312.  (5)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  514. 

(3)  8  C.  B.  (N.S.)  0(56.  (6)  1  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases  (N.S.),  49. 
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J.C.  Patent^  as  it  was  simply  for  the  application  of  known  substances 

1868  in  common  use,  which  might  be  sold  as  articles  of  commerce,  and 

j^  might  be  combined  or  not  by  the  purchasers,  at  their  option. 


MoInnes* 
Patxnt. 


Sib  William  Eble  : — 

Their  Lordships  are  not  prepared  to  recommend  that  the  prayer 
of  this  petition  should  be  granted. 

Extensions  of  Patents  have  been  recommended  by  this  Com- 
mittee where  there  has  been  great  merit  on  the  part  of  the  In- 
ventor, and  where  there  has  been  inadequate  remuneration,  and 
where  no  detriment  to  the  public  interest  could  arise  from  such 
extensions.  Their  Lordships  consider  this '^invention  both  useful 
and  important ;  but,  having  regard  to  the  founts  which  are  in 
evidence,  they  see  that  there  has  been  some  remuneration  to  the 
Patentee,  and  they  are  by  no  means  satisfied  that  that  remunera- 
tion is  not  sufficient.  The  alleged  loss  by  experiments  has  not 
been  proved  before  their  Lordships  in  any  degree.  There  has 
been  for  some  time  considerable  profit,  and  the  sum  total  of  that 
profit  for  the  last  three  years,  as  appears  from  the  accounts,  amounts 
to  the  sum  of  £2835.  I63.  lid.  Their  Lordships  also,  taking  into 
consideration,  with  reference  to  the  public  interest,  that  the  indi- 
vidual substance,  for  the  application  of  which  the  Patent  is  sought 
to  be  prolonged,  is  not  specifically  defined,  every  kind  of  metallic 
soap  being  within  the  limits  of  the  specification ;  are  of  opinion, 
that  many  questions  affecting  the  Patent  might  be  raised  if  any 
metallic  soap  was  used  by  the  public  in  ignorance  of  the  specifica- 
tion being  as  wide  as  it  is.  On  the  whole,  therefore,  their  Lord- 
ships ^re  of  opinion,  that  they  OHght  not  to  recommend  Her 
Majesty,  under  such  circumstances,  to  grant  a  prolongation. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioner :  Torr,  Janetvay,  cfe  Toffart. 
Solicitors  for  the  Treasury,  for  the  Crown : 
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THE  EEV.  LEWIS  EUGG Appellant  ;       j.  c*. 

AND  1867 

WILLIAM  HOWLET  KINGSMILL    ....    Bespondent.  jOecTie^i?. 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 

FobcuUyfcr  vauU — Diacreiian  of  Ordinary  in  granting — BigM  to  oppose — 

Qrant  qf,  under  special  conditions. 

The  grant  of  a  Faculty  for  the  appropriation  of  a  vault  in  a  Church  or 
Chapel  is  entirely  within  the  discretion  of  the  Ordinary.  The  Ecclesiastical 
law  requires,  before  such  Faculty  is  decreed,  that  all  persons  interested  in 
opposing  the  grant  should  he  heard  before  the  Ordinary.  The  Yicar  or  per- 
petnal  Curate  of  a  Church,  though  entitled  to  officiate  in  and  have  free  access 
to  the  Chancel,  has  no  right  to  fees  for  the  erection  of  monumental  tablets, 
or  for  the  construction  of  vaults  in  the  Chancel.  A  Faculty  for  that  purpose 
may  be  legally  granted  without  his  consent;  but  he  has  sl  persona  standi,  by 
reason  of  his  position  as  Incumbent,  to  oppose  the  grant  of  such  a  Faculty. 

A  Faculty  for  the  appropriation  of  a  family  vault  under  the  Chancel  of  a 
District  Church,  having  been  applied  for  by  the  lay  proprietor  of  the  great 
tithes,  and  the  owner  of  the  land,  immediately  adjacent  to  and  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  Church,  was  objected  to  by  the  Yicar  of  the  Parish,  because,  am(nig 
other  reasons,  the  access  to  it  being  only  from  the  exterior,  and  no  Church- 
yard or  burial  ground  attached,  there  was  no  consecrated  ground  outside 
the  Church  on  which  any  part  of  the  burial  service  could  be  performed ; 
such  Faculty  was,  however,  granted  by  the  Ordinary,  and  the  grant  thereof 
confirmed  on  appeal  by  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court: — Held,  by  the 
Judicial  Committee,  that  though  the  granting  of  such  a  Faculty  was  entirely 
within  the  discretion  of  the  Ordinary,  such  discretion  ought  to  be  exercised  so 
as  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  a  misuse  by  the  grantee,  and  that,  in  the 
dFcnmstanoes,  the  grant  ought  only  to  issue  on  the  condition  that  the  grantee 
appropriated,  and  consented  to  the  consecration,  of  a  sufficient  piece  of  ground 
near  the  opening  of  the  vault,  to  be  so  consecrated  for  the  sole  and  special 
purpose  of  burials  in  the  vault,  and  such  Faculty  decreed  accordingly. 

The  Ordinary  cannot  compel  an  Incumbent  by  Ecclesiastical  censure  to 
perform  the  burial  service  on  the  unconsecrated  ground  in  which  the  only 
entrance  to  the  vault  is  to  be  found. 

IHIS  was  originally  a  cause  in  the  Consistorial  Court  of  Witir 
Chester,  of  granting  a  Faculty  to  appropriate  and  confirm  a  family 
vault  or  burying-place  underneath  the  Chancel  of  the  Parish  Church 

•  Present : — ^Lobd  Romilly  (Master  op  thb  Rolls),  Sib  James  William 
CoLviLE,  Sib  Edwabd  Vaughan  Williams,  Sib  Richabd  T.  KnrDEBSLEY,  and 

Sm  BoBEBT  PHILLOfOBB  (DeAN  0?  THE  AbCHES). 
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J.  C.       of  Sydmimion,  in  the  County  of  Southampton,  to  the  Bespondent, 
1867        William  Howley  KinffsmUl,  of  Sydmonton  Court,  his  family  and  sno- 
BuGo       cessors,  being  proprietors  of  the  mansion  and  estate,  and  inhabitants 
KiKGOTiLL.    of  the  Parish  of  %d7nonftm. 

The  petition,  which  was  addressed  to  the  Vicar-General  and 

OflScial  Principal  of  the  Consistorial  and  Episcopal  Court  of  Win- 
chester, described  the  Petitioner  to  be  the  owner  and  occupier  of  the 
above-mentioned  mansion,  with  a  considerable  estate  adjoining,  and 
lay  impropriator  of  the  great  tithes  of  the  Parish  of  Sydmonton.  It 
stated  the  rebuilding  of  the  Parish  Church  of  Sydmonton,  and  the 
making  of  the  vault,  as  a  burying-place  for  his  family,  in*  1853,  by 
the  Petitioner's  late  father,  and  it  prayed  for  a  Licence,  or  Faculty,  as 
above  stated. 

The  granting  of  the  Faculty  was  opposed  by  the  Appellant, 
the  Incumbent  of  the  Parish  of  Ecehinswdl  with  Sydmonton  an- 
nexed. He  admitted,  in  his  allegation^  the  facts  stated  in  the 
Eespondent's  petition ;  as  to  the  ownership  of  the  property,  and 
the  rebuilding  of  the  Church  by  himself  and  his  father ;  but  alleged 
that  such  rebuilding  was  without  the  permission  of  the  Vicar 
of  the  Parish  for  the  time  being,  he  also  stated  that  there  was 
no  ground  or  Churchyard  annexed  to  or  surrounding  the  Church ; 
and  that  it  had  never  been  dedicated,  consecrated,  or  used  for  the 
burial  of  the  dead,  the  only  entrance  to  the  vault  in  the  Church 
being  in  the  garden  or  private  grounds  of  Sydmonton  Court,  which 
entrance  was  on  unconsecrated  ground,  and  he  stated  that  save 
for  the  objections  on  Ecclesiastical  law  to  the  granting  of  a 
Faculty  he  would  not  object  to  such  grant  or  licence,  subject  to  the 
payment  of  his  costs  and  fees.  To  these  objections  the  Respondent, 
in  a  responsive  allegation,  replied,  affirming  his  former  allegations ; 
and  a  further  reply  by  the  Defendant,  and  final  allegation  by  the 
Bespondent,  pleading  proofs  of  the  consent  of  the  Patron  and  In- 
cumbent for  the  time  being  for  the  pulling  down  and  rebuilding  of 
the  Churdi,  completed  the  pleadings. 

On  the  24th  of  August^  1866,  the  Vicar-General,  and  Official 
Principal  of  the  Consistorial  Court  of  Winchester  {Charles  Sumner^ 
Esq.)  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Bespondent,  and  directed  a 
Faculty  to  issue  as  prayed. 

From  this  judgment  the  Appellant  appealed  to  the  Arches  Court 


VOL.  n.]  CASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  61 

of  Canierimry,  and  on  the  4th  of  May,  1867,  the  Judge  of  that  j.  o. 

Court  (The  Eight  Hon.  Dr.  LwJiinffton)  delivered  his  judgment,  1867 

confiming  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  with  costs  (1).    The  present  ^J^ 

appeal  was  from  that  judgment.  «• 

The  Appellant,  in  person : — 

The  facts  of  the  case  are  very  simple.  EccMnsweU-wUh-Sydr 
monUm  formerly  formed  part  of  the  Parish  of  Kinffsdere,  but,  by 
an  Order  in  Council  of  the  19th  of  August,  1852,  was  formed  into 
a  distinct  and  separate  Parish  for  Ecclesiastical  purposes.  The 
Church  of  EechinsweU  then  became  tbe  Parish  Church  of  the 
newly-formed  Parish,  there  being  a  Churchyard  annexed  to  it, 
and  burials,  christenings,  and  marriages  having  been  lawfully 
celebrated  there.  Prior  to  1849  there  had  been  a  Chapel  in  the 
district  of  Sydmonton,  standing  in  the  private  ground  of  the 
Bespondent's  father,  Mr.  William  KingsmiU.  In  1843  a  vault 
was  constructed  by  him  underneath  the  Chancel  of  the  Chapel. 
In  1840  the  Chapel  was  pulled  down,  and  was  rebuilt  by  him 
in  1853.  There  is  no  consecrated  ground  annexed  to  the  Chapel. 
There  is  no  Begister  Book  for  burials  in  the  Chapel,  and  no  record 
of  any  burial  ever  having  taken  place  therein,  the  inhabitants  of 
the  District  having  been  accustomed  to  be  buried  at  Kingsdere  or 
EcehinaweH  The  vault  in  question  is  nine  feet  by  fifteen,  and 
about  six  feet  high.  The  entrance  to  it  is  by  steps  from  the  garden 
belonging  to  Mr.  KingsmiU,  and  there  is  no  access  to  it  from  the 
door  of  the  Chapel,  or  otherwise,  except  through  his  private 
grounds.  Now,  even  if  the  original  Chapel  was  consecrated,  it  is 
not  sufiSciently  pleaded  or  proved  that  such  consecration  was  with 
the  consent  of  the  Yicar  of  the  Parish  Church  of  Kingsdere  or 
EcehinsweU  for  the  time  being,  and  I  contend  that  without  consent 
no  consecration  would  be  valid :  Carr  v.  Marsh  (2) ;  and  without 
l^al  proof,  the  consecration  cannot  be  presumed :  Moysey  v.  Sttll^ 
eoat  (3).  Where  there  has  been  no  consecration  the  Ecclesiastical 
Court  can  have  no  authority  to  grant  a  Faculty  for  a  vault  The 
leave  given  to  the  Vicar  for  the  time  being  to  pull  down  the 
Chapel  is  not  sufficiently  proved ;  it  is  only  pleaded  in  the  Be- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  A.  &  E.  343.  (2)  2  Phil.  198. 

(3)  2  Hagg.  Ecc.  Bep.  30. 
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J.  0.  spondent's  final  allegation,  and  it  is  nowhere  shewn  that  the  pre- 
1867  sent  Chapel  occupies  exactly  the  same  site  as  the  former  building. 
^^QQ  The  yault  in  question  was  made  subsequent  to  the  rebuilding  and 
to  the  consecration  of  the  Chapel,  if  that  was  ever  legally  per- 
formed. There  is,  moreover,  no  possibility  of  the  Churchwardens 
performing  their  duties  in  compliance  with  the  20th,  85th,  and 
86th  Canons  of  the  Church,  without  the  permission  of  the  owner  of 
the  land  adjacent  to  the  Chapel.  The  practice  of  burying  within 
Churches  did  indeed,  though  rarely,  obtain  before  the  use  of  Church- 
yards,  but  was,  by  authority,  restrained  when  Churchyards  became 
frequent  and  appropriated  to  that  use :  Cripps  on  the  Church  and 
Clergy,  p.  758  (4th  Ed.);  KenneieB  Par.  Ant.  592;  Otbs.  453; 
Comtfns  Dig.  178,  tit.  **  Cemetery  "  (B.).  This  is  at  once  a  suffi- 
cient reason  why  the  Faculty  prayed  for  ought  not  to  have  been 
allowed.  But  where  the  inhabitants  of  a  District  have  no  com- 
mon law  right  of  burial  in  such  District,  an  Ecclesiastical  Court 
has  no  jurisdiction  to  grant  to  one  &mily  of  that  District  a 
Faculty  for  the  privilege  of  burial,  or  for  the  exclusive  privilege 
of  burial,  in  a  Church  or  Chapel  in  such  District  Even  assuming 
that  an  Ecclesiastical  Court  has  jurisdiction  to  grant  such  a 
Faculty  as  is  sought  for  here,  the  granting  of  Faculties  for  vaults 
in  a  Church  or  Public  Chapel  has  for  a  long  time  past  been  dis- 
couraged by  the  Superior  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  by  the  Ecclesi- 
astical Commissioners,  and  by  the  Burial  Acts  of  the  Legislature, 
as  injurious  to  the  health  of  the  Parishioners ;  and  Faculties  for 
such  vaults  have  not  been  granted,  except  in  cases  free  from  other 
objections,  and  where  all  parties  interested  have  been  consentient 
This  is  not  such  a  case,  and  therefore  the  Faculty  ought  not  to 
have  been  granted.  But  even  if  granted  it  ought  to  be  upon  the 
condition  that  the  Bespondent  appropriates  such  a  piece  of  land 
round  the  Chapel  for  consecration  as  will  place  the  entrance  to 
the  vault  in  question  on  consecrated  ground,  so  that  the  whole  or 
such  part  of  the  burial  service  as  the  Minister  may  think  fit  may 
be  performed  thereon,  and  that  no  Mim'ster  or  Incumbent  of  the 
Chapel  may  be  required  to  perform  any  part  of  the  service  on 
unconsecrated  ground,  and  thereby  render  himself,  as  well  as 
those  attending  the  Funeral,  liable  in  law  to  be  treated  as 
trespassers. 
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Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  Dr.  Swahey,  for  the  Kespondent : —  J.  c. 

This  was  a  proper  case  for  the  exercise  of  its  discretionary        J^ 
authority  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Court.    The  Official  Principal  in       Rrcsa 
the  Consistory  Court  of  Winchester ,  as  well  as  the  late  Judge    Eingsmill. 
of  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterburyy  both  thought  so,  and  the 
Faculty  was  duly  decreed.  [Lord  Bomilly  : — Is  the  Faculty  good 
which  does  not  provide  for  the  performance  of  the  funeral  serrice 
on  consecrated  ground  ?    Here  there  is  no  Churchyard  or  ground 
on  the  outside  entrance  to  the  vault  which  has  been  consecrated.] 
There  may  be  no  case  in  which  a  Clergyman  has  been  compelled  to 
perform  service  on  unconsecrated  ground,  but  the  circumstances  are 
different  here,  as  the  steps  of  the  vault  are  part  of  the  building 
which  is  consecrated.    The  objections  raised  and  argued  by  the 
Appellant  are  not  tenable.     There  is  no  question  but  that  the 
Chapel  at  SydmonUm  is  a  District  Church,  the  Order  in  Council 
for  its  separation  from  the  Mother  Church  at  Einffselere,  with  the 
consent  of  the  Patron  of  the  Living  and  the  Licumbent  for  the 
time  being,  are  all  satisfactorily  proved.    The  dedication  and  con- 
secration of  the  Church  as  it  now  stands,  by  the  Bishop  of  the 
Diocese,  is  pleaded  and  proved.    It  is  too  late  now  to  question  the 
due  and  legal  consent  of  all  requisite  parties.    The  authorities  cited 
by  the  Appellant  have  no  bearing,  they  apply  to  another  state  of 
things,  the  only  question  open  for  discussion  is  one  of  discretion : — 
Whether  the  Faculty  applied  for  was  properly  granted?    The 
objections  urged  by  the  Appellant  of  the  want  of  a  Churchyard, 
adjoining  the  Chapel,  on  which  such  part  of  the  Burial  service 
as  the  Minister  may  think  fit  to  perform  out  of  the  Church  might 
be  read  without  the  possibility  of  the  Minister  and  mourners  being 
trespassers  in  law,  is  an  almost  impossible  contingency,  and,  as 
such,  combatted  and  disposed  of  by  the  learned  Judge  of  the 
Arches,  he  would  not  be  deterred  by  such  an  ideal  possibility. 
There  is,  moreover,  an  answer  to  such  an  objection ;  the  steps  of 
the  vault  at  its  entrance  are  part  of  the  Church,  and  consecrated 
with  it ;  the  Minister  when  standing  on  the  steps,  therefore,  would 
neither  be  a  trespasser,  nor  performing  any  part  of  the  service  on 
imconsecrated  ground ;  that  is  enough  to  satisfy  the  most  scrupu- 
lous conscience. 


KiNOBMILL. 
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J.  0.  Judgment  having  been  reserved  was  now  (Mar.  11,  1868)  de^ 

18G8       livered  by 

RCGG 

V,        Sib  Bobebt  Phillimobe  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  sentence  pronounced  by  the  late 
Judge  of  the  Arches  Court  at  Canterbury,  whereby  he  affirmed 
the  sentence  of  the  Consistorial  Court  of  Winchester,  which  de- 
creed  a  Faculty  to  issue  to  Mr.  KingsmiU,  authorizing  the  appro- 
priation to  that  gentleman  of  a  vault  under  the  Chancel  of  Sydn 
monton  Church.  Tliis  Church  is  situate  in  the  Parish  of  Sydmonton, 
in  the  County  of  Southampton. 

It  appears  that  the  whole  property,  as  well  as  the  principal 
house  in  the  Parish,  belongs  to  Mr.  KingsmiUj  and  that,  with  the 
exception  of  the  consecrated  ground  upon  which  the  Church  is 
built,  he  is  proprietor  of  all  the  land  up  to  the  very  walls  of  the 
Church,  which  has  no  burial  ground  attached  to  it, 

lu  the  year  1849  there  was  a  Chapel  which  occupied  the  site  of 
the  present  building.  Under  the  Chancel  of  this  former  Chapel 
the  father  of  Mr.  KingsmUl  possessed  a  vault.  In  1849  the 
Chapel  was  pulled  down.  In  1852,  EcchinsweU'with-Sydmonton, 
which  formerly  formed  part  of  the  Parish  of  Kingisdere,  was  formed, 
under  an  Order  in  Council,  bearing  date  the  19th  of  August,  1852, 
into  a  distinct  and  separate  Parish  for  Ecclesiastical  purposes. 

In  September,  1852,  Mr.  Rugff,  the  Appellant,  was  instituted 
Incumbent  of  EcchinsweRwith'Sydmonton.  In  1853  the  present 
Church  was  built  by  Mr.  KingsmiU  at  his  sole  cost  and  expense. 
In  August,  1864,  the  Church  was  consecrated.  In  August,  1865, 
the  Faculty  now  in  question  was  granted  by  the  Consistory  of 
Winchester. 

Before  a  Faculty,  either  to  the  Parishioners  in  general  or  to  a 
private  inhabitant  of  the  Parish,  can  be  decreed,  the  Ecclesiastical 
law  requires  that  all  persons  interested  in  opposing  the  gittnt 
should  have  an  opportunity  of  being  heard  before  the  Ordinary. 

The  Faculty  which  has  been  decreed  in  this  case  is,  as  has  been 
stated,  for  a  burial  vault  underneath  the  ChanceL 

The  objector  to  the  grant  of  the  Faculty  is  the  Incumbent, 
who  is  either  Vicar  or  Perpetual  Curate.  The  Applicant  for  the 
Faculty  is  the  Impropriate  Eector,  who  resides   in  the  Parish, 
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and  whose  father  appears  to  have  rebuilt  and  partially  endowed,        j.  c. 
at  his  own  cost,  the  Church.  1868 

The  Vicar  or  Perpetual  Curate,  although  entitled  to  officiate  in       ^[^ 
and  to  have  free  access  to  the  Chancel,  has  no  right,  strictly  speak-    ^  •• 

ing,  to  fees  for  the  erection  of  monumental  tablets,  or  for  the       

construction  of  vaults  (in  the  very  rare  instances  in  which  they 
diould  be  allowed)  in  the  Chancel ;  but  he  has  certainly  a  persona 
dandi,  by  reason  of  his  general  spiritual  position  as  Incumbent,  to 
oppose  the  grant  of  such  a  Faculty  as  the  present 

The  objections  of  the  Appellant  to  the  sentences  from  which  he 
appeals  are  various : 

First,  he  contends  that  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  had  no  jurisdio- 
tion  to  grant  this  Faculty.  He  supports  this  objection  by  reference 
to  the  facts  that  there  is  no  burial  ground  attached  to  this  Church, 
— that  no  funeral  has  ever  taken  place  there, — that  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  District  have  consequently  no  general  right  of  burial 
connected  with  the  Church,  and  his  argument  appeared  to  extend 
60  far  as  to  question  the  validity  of  the  consecration  of  the  Church 
itself  by  the  Bishop. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  see  no  reason  to  doubt  that  the 
Bishop  had  full  authority  to  consecrate  this  building,  and  they 
are  of  opinion  that  the  objection  founded  on  the  absence  of  any 
burial  ground,  and  of  any  general  right  of  burial  on  the  part  of 
the  Parishioners,  did  not  render  unlawful  the  act  of  the  Ordinary, 
though  it  imposed  upon  him  the  duty  of  exercising  with  much 
caution  the  discretion  which  the  law  has  vested  in  him  as  to 
granting  a  Faculty  of  this  kind. 

The  Appellant  further  contended  that  the  grant  of  this  Faculty 
was  bad  upon  the  ground  that  the  proper  forms  prescribed  by  the 
practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  had  not  been  complied  with. 
Their  Lordships,  however,  are  of  opinion  that  the  case  was  regu- 
larly and  properly  conducted  in  the  Diocesan  Court  of  Winchester^ 
And  that  this  objection  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  Appellant  contends  that  this  Faculty  could  not  be  granted 
without  his  consent,  but  this  contention  is  not  supported  by  autho- 
rity or  practice.  The  Vicar  or  Perpetual  Curate,  as  has  been  stated, 
is  entitled  to  be  heard  against  the  grant  of  the  Faculty,  and  his 
objections  ought,  of  course,  to  be  considered  by  the  Ordinary,  but 
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j.O.       the  discretion  of  the  Ordinary  is  not  fettered  or  taken  away  by  the 
1868       dissent  of  the  Vicar. 

^^  There  are  objections,  however,  urged  by  the  Appellant  which  are 

''•         of  a  more  serious  character ;  they  may  be  all  ranged  under  the 

general  head — ^that  the  discretion  of  the  Ordinary  was  unwisely 

exercised  in  the  grant  of  this  Faculty. 

From  the  decision  of  the  Ordinary  an  appeal  lies  to  the  Arch- 
bishop, and  ultimately  to  the  Crown,  under  the  advice  of  the 
Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council. 

If  we  think  that  the  grant  of  this  Faculty,  though  not  absolutely 
illegal,  was,  as  it  at  present  stands,  indiscreet,  and  likely  to  give 
rise  to  future  troubles  and  difficulties  in  the  Church  and  District  of 
SydmofUont  which  were  not  duly  considered  by  the  Ecclesiastical 
Courts,  we  ought  to  advise  Her  Majesty  accordingly. 

The  Appellant  has  pointed  out  to  their  Lordships  that  the  ground 
upon  which  the  Church  stands  alone  is  consecrated,  that  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Ordinary  depends  upon  the  consecration  of  the 
ground,  and  does  not  extend  over  any  part  of  the  ground  which 
comes  up  to  the  very  walls  of  the  Church.  The  legal  conse- 
quences of  this  circumstance,  upon  which  the  Appellant  insists,  will 
presently  be  noticed. 

Their  Lordships,  having  regard  to  the  peculiar  circumstances  of 
this  Church  and  Parish,  are  not  disposed  to  dissent  from  the  opinion 
expressed  by  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court,  that  the  judicial  dis- 
cretion of  the  local  Ordinary  was  lawfully  exercised  in  granting 
permission  to  Mr.  KinffsmiU  to  retain,  for  the  use  of  himself  and 
his  family,  so  long  as  they  shall  remain  proprietors  of  Sijdmanion 
Court  (for  this  must,  of  course,  be  a  provision  contained  in  the 
instrument),  the  vault  which  has  been  constructed  underneath  the 
Chancel. 

Their  Lordships  desire  that  it  should  be  understood  that  they  do 
not  mean  to  express  any  approbation  of  a  general  practice  of 
granting  Faculties  for  interments  in  Chancels  or  the  body  of 
Churehes.  On  the  contrary,  they  are  of  opinion  that  very  excep- 
tional circumstances  can  alone  justify  such  an  exercise  by  the 
Ordinary  of  the  discretion  which  the  law  has  vested  in  him. 

With  respect  to  the  particular  Faculty  the  consideration  of  which 
is  now  before  their  Lordships,  they  have  come  to  the  conclusion 
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that  it  ought  not  to  be  issued,  at  the  present  time,  in  the  manner       j.  0. 
proposed.  1868 

Their  Lordships  are  extremely  reluctant  to  interfere  with  the       ^JJ^ 
exercise  of  the  discretion  in  these  matters  by  the  local  Ordinary,    ^    ^* 
and  they  fully  recognise  the  expediency  of  the  rule  of  practice       — ^ 
which  discountenances  such  interference.      But  their  Lordships 
think  that  the  objection  to  the  immediate  issue  of  this  Faculty, 
while  the  only  entrance  to  the  vault  is  in  the  private  and  unoonse- 
crated  ground  of  Mr.  KinffsmiU,  is  deserving  of  great  consideration. 
In  the  first  place  it  is  clear  that  the  Ordinary  could  not  compel  the 
Incumbent  by  Ecclesiastical  censures  to  perform  the  burial  service 
in  the  unconsecrated  ground  in  which  the  only  entrance  to  the 
vault  is  to  be  found.     It  has  not  been  argued  that  the  Ordinary 
could  so  compel  the  Incumbent :  indeed,  it  has  been  very  properly 
admitted  by  the  Ck)unsel  for  Mr.  KmgsmiU  that  no  authority  can 
be  found  for  such  a  practice. 

In  the  next  place  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  inexpedient 
that  the  spot  upon  which  a  portion  at  least  of  the  burial  service  ia 
usually  performed  by  the  Minister  should  be  exempt  from  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Ordinary. 

It  is  true  that  the  Ordinary  would  have  jurisdiction  over  the 
vault  itself,  and  that  the  whole  service  might  lawfully,  their  Lord- 
ships think,  in  the  peculiar  circumstances  of  this  case,  be  performed 
in  the  Church,  and  the  corpse  afterwards  taken  into  the  garden, 
and  deposited  in  the  vault ;  and  their  Lordships  do  not  mean  to 
say  that  the  Ordinary  might  not  be  enabled  to  punish  any  unlaw- 
ful proceedings  which  might  precede  or  accompany  the  act  of 
burial ;  but  it  is  also  true  that  the  absence  of  any  Ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction  over  this  spot  of  ground  might  afford  an  apparent 
impunity  to  evade  the  law,  and  thereby  possibly  cause  a  scandal  in 
the  Parish. 

If,  in  the  present  state  of  circumstances,  the  grantee  of  this 
Faculty^  or  his  successors  in  the  mansion  to  which  it  is,  in  fact, 
attached,  were  hereafter,  either  perhaps  on  account  of  their  having 
ceased  to  be  Members  of  the  Church,  or  on  account  of  some  quarrel 
with  the  Incumbent,  or  for  any  other  motive,  to  cause  a  service 
different  from  that  which  is  enjoined  in'the  Prayer  Book  to  be  read 
over  the  corpse,  or  if  they  were  to  place  the  body  in  the  vault  with- 
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J.  c.  out  previous  performance  over  it  of  any  religious  service,  in  any 
1868  case  of  this  kind  the  present  or  future  Ordinary  might  be  consider- 
]^J^  ably  embarrassed  in  the  exercise  of  his  proper  jurisdiction  to  remove 
the  scandal,  or  to  punish  the  authors  of  it 

Their  Lordships  think  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Ordinary,  when 
granting  a  privileffium  of  this  kind,  to  take  every  precaution  in  liis 
power  against  the  possibility  of  a  misuse  by  the  grantee  or  his 
representative  of  the  special  favour  which  is  conceded  to  him. 
They  see  no  reason  why  the  grant  of  this  Faculty  to  Mr.  Kingsmill 
should  not  be  made  conditional  upon  his  consenting  to  allow  a 
sufficient  piece  of  ground,  near  the  aperture  to  the  vault,  to  be  first 
duly  consecrated  for  the  sole  and  special  purpose  of  burials  in  this 
vault.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  Ordinary,  ratione  loci,  would  then 
be  unquestionable ;  and  any  impropriety  with  relation  to  the  per- 
formance of  the  burial  service  would  be  subject  to  his  correction 
and  control. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  think  that  this  cause  should  be  remit- 
ted to  the  Court  of  Arches,  with  directions  to  issue  the  Faculty  in 
question  whenever  it  has  been  duly  certified  to  that  Court  that  the 
consecration  of  the  additional  portion  of  ground  has  taken  place ; 
and  with  power,  if  it  should  be  deemed  necessary,  to  vary  the  terms 
of  the  Faculty  by  a  reference  to  a  recital  of  the  fact  of  such  conse- 
cration having  been  effected. 

Their  Lordships  think  that  both  parties  ought  to  bear  their  own 
costs  incurred  in  this  Court  and  in  the  Court  of  Arches. 

Their  Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  in  accordance 
with  the  opinion  which  they  have  now  expressed. 

Proctor  for  the  Appell6mt :  O.  E.  Brooks. 
Proctors  for  the  Eespondent :  Bothery  &  Co. 
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ELIZABETH  WEBSTER  and  others   .    .    .    Appellants  ;        J.  c  * 

AND  1868 

HERBERT    POWER,    GEORGE    HENRY  )  M^is. 

DAVENPORT,  AND  ROBERT  BURKE  .  J   ^^s^ndents.       — 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  AT  VICTORIA,  NEW 

SOUTH  WALES. 

Mortgage  qf  Sheep — Increau — SubsiUuiion — Pleading — Fraud  not  charged. 

Mortgage  of  a  certain  number  of  branded  sheep  and  herds  of  cattle  on  a 
Run  in  the  Colony  of  New  South  Wales,  with  the  issue,  increase,  and  produce 
thereof  held  limited  to  the  issue  and  increase  of  such  specific  sheep,  and  not 
to  include  any  sheep  afterwards  brought  upon  the  Run,  though  in  substitu- 
tion of  those  specified  in  the  original  mortgage. 

SemUey  fraud  not  specifically  charged  by  the  Bill  cannot  be  relied  on  as  a 
ground  of  relief  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  Order  or  decree  of  the  Supreme 
Court  at  Victoria,  Bitting  as  the  Court  of  appeal  in  Equity,  which 
affirmed  a  previous  Order  or  decree  made  by  Mr.  Justice  Moles- 
worth  in  a  suit  in  which  the  Appellants  were  Plaintiffs,  and  the  Re- 
spondents, Defendants. 

The  Bill  was  filed  by  the  Appellants,  in  their  character  of 
Executrix  and  Executors  of  one  James  Webster,  late  of  Motmt 
ShadweUy  in  the  Colony  of  Victoria,  against  the  Respondents.  The 
Bill  stated,  that  by  an  Indenture  of  Mortgage,  dated  the  1st  of 
December,  1853,  made  by  the  Defendant,  Burhe,  of  the  one  part, 
and  Webster  of  the  other  part,  certain  flocks  of  sheep  cunounting 
in  niunber  to  about  15,000,  and  branded  "B,"  and  herds  of 
cattle  amounting  to  about  2,000  head,  then  depasturing  upon 
a  Station  kno^n  as  Mount  ShadweU  Station,  in  the  County  of 
Earrvpden,  in  the  Portland  Bay  Dsitrict,  together  with  the  issue, 
increase,  and  produce  of  such  sheep  and  cattle  respectively,  were  as- 
signed unto  Webster,  his  Executors,  Administrators,  and  assigns,  by 
way  of  mortgage,  to  secure  the  sum  of  £18,560,  already  secured 

*  Present : — Sir  William  Erle,  Sir  James  William  Colvile,  Sir  Edward 
Vaughan  Williams,  and  Sir  Robert  Phillimore  (Judge  of  the  Admiralty 
Court), 
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J.  C.       by  certain  Bills  of  Exchange  for  the  sums  of  £6^613.  6s,  8d., 

1868       £6,186.  13a  4i.,  and  £5,760,  respectively,  at  the  times  and  in  the 

WXB8TBB     instalments  in  the  Indenture  mentioned,  and  that  such  Indenture 

p  ^         of  Mortgage  was  registered  on  the  3rd  of  February,  1855.     That 

the  Defendant,  Burke,  paid  the  two  sums  of  £6,613.  6«.  8cZ.,  and 

£6,186.  138.  4d,  and  by  a  Memorandum  of  Agreement,  dated  the 
21st  of  September,  1857,  made  between  Webster  of  the  one  part  and 
the  Defendant,  Burke,  of  the  other  part,  WAster  agreed  to  extend 
the  term  for  the  payment  by  Burke  of  his  Bill  for  £5,760,  secured 
by  the  mortgage  of  the  stock  on  the  Mount  Shadv^ell  Station,  and 
to  receive  payment  thereof  by  three  equal  payments  on  the  1st 
of  December  in  each  of  the  years  1858,  1859,  and  1860,  together 
with  interest  thereon,  at  the  rate  of  £10  per  cent  per  annum,  and 
in  consideration  of  such  exteusion  Burke  agreed  that  the  above 
sums  and  interest  should,  on  the  demand  of  Waster,  his  Executors, 
Administrators,  or  assigns,  be  secured  by  a  fresh  deed  of  Mort- 
gage by  Burke  of  10,000  sheep,  and  1,000  head  of  cattle,  if  there 
were  any  doubt  of  the  then  present  Mortgage  being  a  valid 
security.  That  before  signing  such  Agreement,  Burke  remained  in 
possession  of  the  Station  and  sheep,  and  by  means  of  the  increase, 
which  were  always  branded  "B,"  kept  up  the  original  number 
of  stock  until  the  end  of  the  year  1857,  when,  in  accordance 
with  the  Agreement,  he  reduced  the  stock  to  the  number  of  10,000 
sheep,  or  thereabouts,  and  1,000  head  of  cattle.  That  in  the  month 
of  July,  1861,  the  Defendant,  Burke,  being  indebted  to  the  other 
Defendants,  Power  and  Davenport,  to  a  considerable  amount,  by  an 
Indenture  of  Mortgage,  dated  the  15th  of  July,  1861,  made  between 
Burke  of  the  one  part,  and  Power  and  Davenport,  representing  the 
Firm  of  ''Power,  Rutherford,  dh  Co,,''  of  the  other  part,  all  the 
flocks  of  sheep  of  the  Defendant,  Burke,  amounting  in  number  to 
10,000,  and  branded  "  B,"  and  depasturing  upon  the  Mount  Shad- 
well  Station,  were  assigned  unto  Pouter  and  Davenport,  their  Execu- 
tors, Administrators,  and  assigns  (but  subject  and  without  prejudice 
to  the  Mortgage  of  the  1st  of  December,  1853),  by  way  of  mort- 
gage, to  secure  the  payment  of  £4,330,  and  other  moneys  amount- 
ing to  the  sum  of  £2,117.  10s.,  and  such  mortgage  was  registered 
on  the  16th  of  July,  1861.  That  shortly  after  the  execution  of 
the  last-mentioned  Mortgage,  the  Defendants,  Power,  Rutherford, 
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&  Oo.,  sent  a  notice,  dated  the  28th  of  August,  1861,  to  the        J.  0. 
Executors  of  Websier,  setting  forth  the  last-mentioned  Mortgage         ises 
of  the  15th  of  July,  1861,  of  the  flocks  of  sheep  of  the  Defen-     wbbotr 
dant,  jBur&tf,  of  different  sexes  and  ages,  amounting  to  10,000,  or      p  *'• 

thereabouts,  branded  respectively  with  the  mark  or  letter  "  B,"  de-        

pasturing  and  being  at  or  upon  Mount  8hadu>ell  Station,  which 
were  thereby  assigned  and  transferred  unto  the  Defendants,  P<yu>er 
and  Davenport,  their  Executors,  Administrators,  and  assigns  (sub- 
ject and  without  prejudice  to  the  Mortgage  of  the  1st  of  December, 
1853,  made  between  the  Defendant,  Burkey  of  the  one  part,  and 
WAder  of  the  other  part),  for  securing  the  payment  of  a  Bill  of 
Exchange  for  the  sum  of  £4,330,  and  other  moneys,  amounting  to 
the  sum  of  £2,117.  10«.,  by  certain  instalments,  together  with 
interest,  as  therein  mentioned ;  and  also  all  other  sums  of  money 
which  the  Defendants,  Power  and  Davenport,  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  Executors  or  Administrators  of  such  survivor,  their  or 
his  assigns,  might,  since  the  making  of  a  certain  advance  therein 
mentioned,  have  lent,  or  which  might  thereafter  be  lent,  to  or  on 
the  account  of  Burke,  his  Executors  or  Administrators,  or  might 
thereafter  be  owing  from  them  or  him  to  the  Mortgagees,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  or  the  Executors  or  Administrators  of  such  sur- 
vivor, on  any  account  whatsoever,  including  interest  That  by 
an  Indenture,  dated  the  8th  of  April,  1862,  made  between  the 
Defendant,  Burke,  of  the  one  part,  and  Defendants,  Bower  and 
Davenport,  of  the  other  part,  after  reciting  the  Indenture  of  the 
loth  of  July,  1861,  and  that  the  Mortgagor  had,  with  the  consent 
of  the  Mortgagees,  sold  4,370  of  the  sheep  in  the  Indenture  com- 
prised, and  had  purchased  6,410  other  sheep  or  thereabouts,  which 
6,410  sheep  were  branded  "B,"  and  were  substituted  for  the  4,370 
sheep  so  sold  as  aforesaid,  as  security  for  the  money  so  owing  to 
the  Mortgagees  as  aforesaid.  That  by  divers  payments  made  by 
Burke  the  debt  of  £5,760  had  been  considerably  reduced,  and  that 
there  was  then  due,  in  respect  of  the  Mortgage  debt,  the  sum  of 
£1,353  only,  together  with  arrears  of  interest.  That  Webster  died 
on  the  29th  of  March,  1859,  having  by  his  Will  appointed  the 
Appellants  his  Executrix  and  Executors.  That  on  the  29th  of 
September,  1863,  the  Defendants,  Bower,  Butherford,  d  Co.,  in 
virtue  of  their  Mortgage,  took  possession  of  all  the  sheep  and 
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J.  o.  cattle  depastaring  on  the  Station,  and  had  either  sold  the  same  or 
18S8  retained  them  in  their  possession.  That  npon  the  Plaintiffs  apply- 
ing in  the  month  of  January,  1864,  to  Burke  for  the  payment  of  the 


„  ••  balance  then  due  to  their  Testator,  Webglery  they  were  referred  by 
— -  him  to  the  other  Defendants,  and  the  Plaintiffs  accordingly  applied 
to  them  for  payment  of  the  amount  dne,  namely,  £1,356. 13s.  4d. 
That  Power^  Buiherford,  it  Co.,  by  a  letter,  dated  the  26th  of  Janu- 
ary, 1864,  in  answer  thereto,  denied  that  they  were  in  any  way 
liable  for  Burhe^s  payments,  and  stated  that  they  held  a  Mortgage 
over  some  sheep  on  the  Mount  ShadweU  property  (leased  to  BurJce), 
which  were  purchased  by  him  from  them  and  were  then  in  their 
possession.  That  a  further  correspondence  took  place  between  the 
Plaintiffs'  Solicitor  and  PoweTy  Buiherford,  dt  Co.,  which  resulted 
in  the  latter  firm  repudiating  their  liability  to  pay  the  Plaintiffs ; 
and  the  Bill  alleged  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitied  to  the  sum  of 
£1,353,  or  what  might  be  due  to  them  in  respect  of  the  mort- 
gage debt  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sheep,  if  they  had  been  sold 
by  the  Defendants,  or  to  have  the  sheep  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
applied  towards  payment  of  that  sum,  or  what  might  be  due  to 
them  on  their  mortgage.  That  Potoer,  BtUherfordy  dt  Co.,  took  their 
security  subject  to  the  Mortgage  to  Websier  as  aforesaid,  and  that 
the  Defendants,  Power,  Buiherford,  &  Co.,  held  the  sheep,  or  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  thereof,  as  Trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Plaintiffs,  to  the  extent  of  the  money  so  due  to  them  as  aforesaid. 
That  the  Defendants,  as  Trustees  and  Mortgagees  in  possession, 
were  bound,  when  they  took  possession  of  the  sheep,  to  keep 
separate  and  distinct  the  sheep  which  Defendants  admitted  were 
or  might  have  been  subject  to  the  Mortgage  to  their  Testator  from 
those  which  the  Defendants  claimed  as  not  subject  thereto,  aud 
that  the  Defendants  were  bound  to  ascertain  which  of  the  sheep 
were  exclusively  mortgaged  to  them,  as  they  alleged,  and  were 
.  bound  to  keep  distinct  accounts  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  such 
sheep  respectively  and  of  the  leasehold  premises.  That  the  De- 
fendants had  sold  all  the  sheep  and  leasehold  premises,  but  that 
such  accounts  had  not  been  kept  by  the  Defendants,  and  by  reason 
of  the  confusion  thereby  created  it  was  impossible  for  the  Plain- 
tiffs to  distinguish  which  sheep  were  the  subject  of  the  Mortgage 
to  their  Testator,  or  what  were  the  proceeds  of  the  sheep  re- 
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spectively  and  of  the  leasehold  premises,  and  that  such  confusion        j.  o. 
had  been  brought  about  by  the  Defendants'  own  acts,  and  the       186S 
Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  have  the  whole  quantity  of  sheep  treated     wbbstbb 
as  security  for  their  claim,  and  to  be  paid  the  full  amount  of      pqwbb. 

money  so  due  to  them  as  aforesaid,  or  so  far  as  the  proceeds  of  the       

sheep  and  leasehold  premises  would  extend,  emd  the  Bill  prayed, 
that  an  accoxmt  might  be  taken  of  what  was  due  to  the  Plaintiffs 
in  virtue  of  the  Indenture  of  Mortgage  of  the  1st  of  December, 
1853,  and  that  the  Defendants,  Power^  Buiherford^  dk  Co.,  might  be 
ordered  to  pay  what  might  be  found  due,  together  with  the  costs 
of  suit,  out  of  the  moneys  which  had  arisen  from  the  sale  of  the 
sheep  and  leasehold  premises,  if  the  same  had  been  sold;  but 
if  the  sheep  and  leasehold  premises  had  not  been  sold,  then  that 
the  same  might  be  sold  under  the  directions  of  the  Court,  and 
that  the  moneys  arising  from  such  sale  might  "be  applied  towards 
paying  the  Plaintiffs  what  might  be  found  due  to  them.  The. 
Defendant,  Burke,  was  not  required  to  answer  the  Bill. 

The  Defendants,  Power  and  Davenport,  by  their  joint  answer, 
in  effect)  admitted  the  aboye  statements  in  the  Bill ;  but  alleged 
that  at  the  time  of  taking  possession  of  the  sheep  they  were 
depasturing  on  lands  which  were  leased  to  Burke  by  one  Mani- 
fold, and  that  such  Lease  was  deposited  by  Burke  with  them, 
by  way  of  further  security  for  their  debt.  They  denied  that 
the  Indenture  of  the  8th  of  April,  1862,  gave  any  interest  or 
claim  to  Webster,  or  his  Executors  and  Assigns,  other  than  he 
was  entitled  to  under  the  Indenture  of  the  1st  of  December,  1853, 
and  alleged  that  Burke  had,  previously  to  the  date  of  the  Inden- 
ture of  the  8th  of  April,  1862,  purchased  and  brought  on  the 
Station  7,530  sheep,  and  not  6,410,  as  mentioned  in  the  Bill,  and 
bad  afterwards  purchased  and  brought  upon  the  Station  additional 
sheep  to  the  number  of  3,605,  which,  they  submitted,  were  not  to 
be  deemed  comprised,  nor  were  in  fact  comprised,  in  the  security 
of  the  Plaintiffs,  or,  at  all  events,  not  so  comprised  in  priority  of 
the  security  held  by  the  Defendants.  They  admitted  having  taken 
possession  of  sheep  depasturing  on  the  Mount  ShadweU  Station  to 
the  number  of  12,000,  and  that  a  portion  of  such  sheep,  or  their 
were  comprised  in  the  Mortgage  to  W Aster  by  Burke  in  the 
1868,  bat  submitted  that  if  any  sheep  were  in  fact  sold  by 
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J.  c        them  which  were  the  property  of  the  Plamtifisy  as  sach  Mortgagees, 

1868        the  proper  remedy  of  the  Plaintiffs  was  at  law ;  and  farther  snb- 

WnmR     mitted  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  been  guilty  of  delay  and  laches  in 

*'  the  proseention  of  their  rights  as  sach  Mortgagees  against  the 

Defendant,  BttrJce ;  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  bonnd  to  identify  the 

sheep  which  they  claimed,  as  sach  Mortgagees,  with  the  sheep 
sold  by  them,  and  that  any  difficalty  which  might  have  arisen  as 
to  the  identification  oi  sach  sheep  had  been  caused  by  the  delay 
and  negligence  of  the  Plaintiffs ;  and,  finally,  that  the  Plaintiffs 
ought  to  be  left  to  the  prosecution  of  their  legal  rights,  if  any^ 
and  were  not  entitled  to  relief  in  a  Court  of  Equity. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  21st  of  October,  1864,  be- 
fore Mr.  Justice  Molesworih,  when  witnesses  were  examined  on  both 
sides,  including  Burke,  the  Mortgagor,  and  the  Defendant,  Power. 
Mr.  Justice  Molesworth,  in  giving  judgment,  said : — "  The  Plain- 
tiffs by  their  Bill  prayed  to  have  their  debt  ascertained  and  paid 
by  the  Defendants,  Power  and  Davenport,  out  of  the  produce 
of  all  the  sheep  and  leasehold  sold,  or  if  the  sheep  had  not  been 
sold,  then  to  have  them  sold,  and  the  proceeds  similarly  ap- 
plied<  The  sheep  which  were  in  existence  and  comprised  in  the 
Mortgage  of  1857,  were  probably  all  dead  before  September,  1863 ; 
but  it  has  not  been  disputed  in  argument  that  the  Plaintiff's'  lien 
continued  against  so  many  of  the  sheep  taken  in  September,  1863, 
as  were  the  issue  or  progeny  of  those  mortgaged  in  1857.  The 
Plaintiffs,  however,  insist  that  Burke  tortuously  intermixed  the 
sheep  comprised  in  the  Mortgage  to  WAsier  with  those  otherwise 
brought  upon  the  Mount  ShadweU  Station,  and  that  the  Defen- 
dants, Power  and  Davenport,  should  be  held  responsible  for  Burkes 
acts,  and  a  legal  principle  should  be  applied  to  the  case,  namely, 
that  a  person  mixing  his  own  goods  with  those  of  another,  so  that  the 
parts  become  mixed  and  undistinguishable,  thereby  loses  his  pro- 
perty in  the  entire  mixture.  But  it  does  not  appear  to  me  that  Burke 
on  this  subject  should  be  considered  the  Agent  of  his  second  Mort* 
gagees  rather  than  of  his  first ;  Webster,  in  taking  his  Mortgage, 
introduces  no  stipulation  as  to  distinguishing  the  mortgaged  sheep, 
by  brands  or  otherwise,  from  those  afterwards  introduced,  and  he 
and  the  Plaintiffs  seem  never  to  have  taken  any  trouble  on  the 
subject.    The  Defendants,  Power  and  Davenport's  Firm,  had  appa- 
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rently  no  diiect  connection  with  the  branding,  but  took  a  Mortgage       j.  o. 
of  all  branded  '  B '  prior  to  it   I  do  not  think  there  is  any  such  differ-        ises 

ence  in  their  comparative  neglect  on  the  subject  of  distinguishing  wi^tbb 

that  a  difference  should  be  made  unfavourable  to  the  Defendants  _  ^- 

POWBB. 

as  to  the  mixture  which  Burke  had  made  before  September,  1863 ;       

besides,  this  doctrine  of  loss  of  property  by  intermixture  savours 
of  forfeiture,  which  Courts  of  Equity  rather  relieve  against  than 
assist  See  Cclbom  v.  Simms  (1).  Up  to  the  possession  t£kken  in 
September,  1868, 1  do  not  think  that  the  Court  should  have  any  lean- 
ing as  between  the  Plaintiffs  and  the  Defendants,  Pov>er  and  Daver^ 
fort,  but  endeayour  to  ascertain  their  proportional  interests  in  the 
sheep  then  taken  by  the  latter,  according  to  the  proportion  borne 
by  the  number  of  the  sheep  comprised  in  Websier^s  Mortgage  to 
the  number  of  those  brought  on  otherwise,  unless  evidence  was 
offered  of  some  distinction  in  the  quality  of  the  different  classes, 
which  would  render  the  adjustment  by  mere  numerical  proportion 
incorrect  From  the  taking  possession  in  September,  1863,  to  the 
sale.  I  think  the  Defendants,  Potoer  and  Davenport^  stand  in  a  more 
culpable  position.  Having  full  notice  of  the  claim  of  the  Plaintiffs, 
they  do  not  inform  them  of  the  change  of  possession  or  the  treat- 
ment of  the  sheep,  and  afterwards  sold  the  sheep  in  one  lot  with  a 
leasehold  interest,  so  as  to  confound  the  numbers  and  price  of 
different  classes  of  sheep  and  the  land.  But  their  liability  to  the 
Plaintiffs^  I  think,  was  complete  upon  the  seizure,  and  the  inter- 
mixture had  occurred  before.  As  to  their  subsequent  conduct, 
they  should  be  dealt  with  according  to  a  principle  of  evidence, 
that  they  who  cause  obscurity  should  have  doubts  disposed  of  un- 
favourably to  them.  It  has  been  argued  for  those  Defendants  that 
the  Plaintiffs'  remedy  should  be  at  law ;  but  I  think  that  Burke, 
as  Mortgagor  in  possession  of  the  sheep,  was  a  Trustee  for  Websiery 
his  Mortgagee,  and  that  the  Defendants,  taking  a  second  Mortgage 
knowingly,  and  entering  into  possession,  were  similarly  Trustees,  so 
as  to  give  an  equitable  jurisdiction.  Besides,  the  ascertainment  of 
the  Plaintiffs'  demand  is  a  matter  of  account^  and  the  determining 
the  proportion  of  the  sheep  subject  to  the  two  Mortgages  is  a 
matter  of  accoimt  more  conveniently  adjusted  in  the  Master's 
office  than  before  a  jury." 

(1)  2  Hare,  554. 
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J.  C.  By  an  Order  of  the  Sapreme  Courts  dated  the  16th  of  February^ 

1868       1865,  it  was  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  in  Equity  to 

Wbbsteb     take  an  account  of  the  sums  remaining  due  to  the  Plaintiffs  by  the 

Po^.      Defendant^  Burke,  on  the  sum  mentioned  in  the  Memorandum  of 

—        Agreement,  bearing  date  the  2lBt  of  September,  1857,  for  principal 

and  interest,  and  it  was  declared  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  a  lien  for 

the  same  upon  the  sheep,  of  which  the  Defendants,  Potoer  and 

Davenporty  or  their  firm,  took  possession  in  September,  1863,  to 

the  extent  of  the  value  of  so  many  of  the  sheep  as  should  be 

deemed  probably  the  issue  or  increase  of  those  depasturing  on  the 

Mount  ShadweU  Station,  on  the  1st  of  December,  1853 ;  and  the 

Court  further  ordered,  that  it  be  referred  to  the  Master  to  inquire 

and  report  the  number  and  the  value  of  the  sheep  which  should  be 

so  deemed  issue  and  increase,  with  liberty  to  the  Master  to  report 

specially  on  the  matters  referred  to  him,  and  the  Court  reserved 

the  consideration  of  all  further  directions  and  costs. 

The  Appellants  appealed  to  the  full  Court  upon  the  following 
grounds: — First;  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  a  decree  for 
the  full  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  claimed  by  their 
Bill.  Second ;  that  the  Defendants  had  notice  of  the  rights  of 
the  Plaintiffs,  and  took  their  mortgage  securities  subject  to  such 
rights.  Third;  that  the  sheep,  the  subject  of  the  Defendants' 
second  mortgage,  were  substituted  for  the  sheep  which  the  Defen- 
dants had  sold,  and  which  they  took  subject  to  the  Plaintiffs'  prior 
rights.  Fourth ;  that  such  substituted  sheep  were  liable  to  the 
Plaintiffs'  mortgage  debt.  Fifth ;  that  the  Defendants,  by  taking 
possession  in  September,  1863,  and  by  their  subsequent  sale, 
created  a  confusion  of  the  property,  and  as  they  could  not  then 
determine  which  sheep  belonged  exclusively  to  them  or  which  did 
not,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  be  paid  in  full  their  principal, 
interest,  and  costs,  out  of  the  moneys  produced  by  the  sale.  Sixth ; 
that  as  the  Plaintiffs  sold  the  sheep  and  also  the  leasehold  pro- 
perty together  for  a  lump  sum,  they  were  unable  to  distinguish 
how  much  was  paid  for  the  sheep  and  how  much  was  paid  for  the 
land,  and,  therefore,  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  be  paid  in  full 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale.  Seventh ;  that  the  Judge  was 
wrong  in  sayiug  that  the  Plaintiffs  relied  upon  the  confusion 
created  by  the  Defendant,  Burke,  branding  the  new  sheep  the 


TOL.  nj  CASES  IN  THE  PEIYT  COUNCIL.  77 

same  as  the  old,  as  the  Plaintiffs  did  not  make  or  allege  any  such       j.  a 
case.    And  eighth ;  that  the  Judge  was  also  wrong  in  deciding        ises 
that  the  Plaintiffs  were  only  entitled  to  such  sheep  as  were  the     wxbstbb 
issue  of  those  mortgaged  in  1857,  as  the  Plaintiffs  were  entitled  to      pq^^ 
hold  all  the  sheep  taken  by  the  Defendants  subject  to  the  mort-        — 
gage  of  the  Plaintiffs'  Testator,  and  subsequently  substituted  for 
such  as  were  sold  as  beiug  subject  to  their  Testator's  security. 

The  appeal  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  Ist  of  May,  1865,  before 
the  fuU  Court,  consisting  of  Sir  WiUiam  Foster  StatueU,  Chief 
Justice,  Sir  Bedmond  Barry,  and  Edward  Eyre  WHliams,  Esquire, 
two  of  the  Puisne  Judges,  and  by  a  decree  made  by  the  Supreme 
Court,  dated  the  18th  of  May,  1865,  the  decree  of  Mr.  Justice 
Molestoorth  was  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 
Hence  the  present  appeal. 

Mr.  Drwe,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Edmund  F.  Moore,  for  the  Appel- 
lants:— 

The  decree  or  order  of  the  Supreme  Court  referring  it  to  the 
Master  to  take  an  account  of  what  was  due  under  the  memo^ 
randum  of  agreement  of  the  21st  of  September,  1857,  for  principal 
and  interest ;  and  declaring  that  the  Appellants  had  a  lien  only  on 
such  of  the  sheep  taken  possession  of  by  the  Respondents  as  were 
probably  the  issue  or  increase  of  those  originally  mortgaged  in  1853^ 
is  erroneous  and  cannot  stand.  It  is  contrary  to  the  principles 
of  Equity  as  prevailing  in  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  Colony.  The 
Appellants  were  entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  full  amount  of  prin- 
cipal and  interest  claimed  by  the  Bill.  The  case  is  one  of  substi- 
tution or  confusion,  created  and  alone  occasioned  by  the  act  of  the 
Respondents,  who  were  second  Mortgagees  with  full  notice  of  the 
prior  claim  of  the  Appellants.  The  decree  ought  at  least  to  have 
referred  to  the  time  when  the  substitution  was  made  and  the  con- 
fusion and  commixture  took  place :  Lupton  v.  Whdie  (1) ;  Oray  v. 
Haig  (2)  ;  The  Duke  of  Leeds  v.  The  Earl  ofAmhurst  (3)  ;  F^ws 
V.  Mitchell  (4) ;  Stock  v.  Stock  (5).  All  these  authorities  shew  that, 
whether  in  Equity  or  at  Common  law,  those  who  by  their  acts 

(1)  15  Vea.  482.  (3)  20  Beav.  239. 

(2)  20  Beav.  219.  (4)  2  Vera.  516. 

(5)  Popham,  38. 
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J.  c.       create  the  confusion  are  answerable  for  the  injuries  resulting  from 

1868        it.    Nowy  we  contend  that  the  sheep,  the  subject  of  the  Bcspon- 

Webster     dents'  second  mortgage,  were  substituted  for  those  which  they  had 

PoTOR       ^^^'  *^^  which  they  took  subject  to  Wei)$terB  prior  debt^  and  that 

such  substituted  sheep  were  liable  to  his  mortgage  debt :  Holrayd 

V.  Marshall  (1).  The  confusion  occasioned  by  the  Bespondents 
taking  possession  in  ISSS,  and  the  subsequent  sede,  make  it  im- 
possible to  ascertain  which  sheep  now  on  the  Station  belong  to  them 
or  which  do  not^  and  the  onus  prohandi  in  such  circumstances  lies 
on  the  Respondents  to  identify  the  sheep  sold,  and  their  issue,  from 
those  originally  mortgaged  to  Wehder  by  Burke.  In  consequence 
of  the  confusion  thus  occasioned  by  the  Bespondents'  dealings,  which 
were  equivalent  to  fraud,  the  Appellants  were  entitled  to  be  paid 
the  full  amount  of  the  principal  and  interest  due  to  them  on  their 
mortgage  out  of  the  moneys  produced  by  the  sale  as  well  of  the 
sheep  as  the  leasehold  premises  which  the  mortgage  gave  them  : 
Hicka  V.  Hastings  (2).  The  sheep  and  leasehold  property  haying 
been  sold  together  for  a  lump  sum,  there  is  no  means  of  ascertaining 
how  much  was  paid  for  the  sheep,  and  how  much  for  the  land,  and, 
therefore,  the  Appellants  were  entitled  to  a  decree  for  the  full  sum 
due  to  them,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale.  The  original  mort- 
gage was  of  sheep  branded  **  B  "  and  their  issue  and  increase ;  the 
substituted  sheep  were  branded  with  the  same  mark  '^B,"  and 
there  is  no  means  of  ascertaining  or  identifying  the  increase  or 
issue  of  those  originally  on  the  Station,  as  directed  by  the  decree 
of  the  Supreme  Court;  in  such  circumstances  the  substituted 
sheep  must  be  taken  to  be  the  issue  and  increase  of  the  original 
flock.  If  there  is  confusion,  it  is  by  the  acts  of  the  Bespondents, 
and  they  must  take  the  consequences.  The  Court  below  has 
directed  an  inquiry  as  regards  the  Appellants'  claim,  for  which  the 
evidence  requisite  has  been,  by  the  commixture  and  substitution 
of  the  flock  by  the  Bespondents,  destroyed. 

Sir  B.  BalmeTy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Everiit,  for  the  Bespondents,  Power 
and  Davenport : — 

This  is  neither  a  case  of  confusion  or  substitution.    It  is  not  so 
stated  or  alleged  in  the  pleadings,  nor  is  it  pretended  by  the  Bill, 

(1)  10  H.  L.  C.  191.  (2)  3  K.  &  J.  701. 


V. 

Power. 
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that  there  has  been  any  fraudulent  dealing  as  regards  the  sheep,        J.  0. 
either  prior  or  subsequent  to  the  Bespondents'  possession  of  them.        ises 
The  charge  of  fraudulent  dealing  is  an  after  thought,  made  now     wmrra 
for  the  first  time,  and  it  would  be  against  every  principle  of  justice, 
as  well  as  contrary  to  the  ordinary  practice  of  Courts  of  Equity,  to 
allow  a  charge  of  fraud  to  be  argued  and  urged  as  a  ground  for 
relief  which  is  not  stated  on  the  pleadings,  and  was  not  argued  in  the 
Court  below :  Wilde  v.  CKbson  (1) ;  The  New  Brunsunch  and  Canada 
Railway  Company  v.  Conyleare  (2).    The  confusion,  if  any,  was 
occasioned  by  the  neglect  of  the  Appellants,  not  by  anything  done 
by  or  on  the  part  of  the  Respondents.     The  Appellants'  original 
securities  extended  only  to  the  sheep  on  Mount  ShadwtU  Station  at 
the  date  of  such  securities ;  and  to  their  issue  and  increase,  that  is, 
the  progeny  of  such  sheep.    Those  securities  did  not,  and  could 
not,  by  their  terms  include  after-purchased  sheep,  which  were 
exclusively  the  subject  of  the  Eespondents'  Mortgage.    No  fidu- 
ciary relation  existed,  nor  was  any  such  created  by  the  Respon- 
dents' dealings,  as  between  them  and  the  Appellants,  which  could 
support  or  warrant  the  relief  prayed  for:   Bowley  v.  Adams  (3). 
If  the  Appellants  had  any  right  it  was  at  law,  and  by  electing  to 
proceed  in  Equity,  instead  of  at  law,  they  precluded  their  claim,  if 
they  had  any,  for  damages.    The  only  relief  that  could  be  given 
them  in  Equity  was  that  decreed  by  the  reference  to  the  Master  to 
ascertain  which  of  the  sheep  originally  mortgaged,  or  their  issue, 
remained  on  the  Station,  and  which  alone  were  liable  to  the  Appel- 
lants' claims.     With  regard  to  the  claim  made  to  the  lease  of  the 
Bun  granted  by  Manifold,  and  deposited  with  the  Respondents  as  an 
'equitable  Mortgage,  the  Appellants  are  not  entitled  to  such  lease, 
or  to  any  benefit  arising  from  it :  it  was  no  part  of  the  original 
contract  between  the  parties  that  the  Mortgage  should  include  any 
after-acquired  lease  of  the  Run. 

Sib  James  W.  Colvile  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  a  single  Judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  Colony  of  Yiotoriay  which  was  confirmed  on  appeal  by 
the  full  Court. 

(1)  1  H.  L.  0. 605.  (2)  9  H.  L.  C.  711  &  724. 

(3)  2  H.  L.  C.  725. 
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J.  0.  The  first  question  which  goggests  itself  to  their  Lordships'  con- 

i8G8       sideration  is : — ^What  was  included  in  the  Plaintiffs'  original  Mort- 

Wkbstbb     gage  ?    It  was  admitted  at  the  Bar  that  the  answer  to  be  given  to 

Power.      ^^^  question  whether  the  Mortgage  included  any  sheep  brought 

upon  the  Eun  which  were  not  the  issue  of  those  that  were  on  the 

Bun  at  the  date  of  the  Mortgage,  if  considered  with  reference  to 
the  mere  words  of  that  instrument,  must  depend  upon  the  construe* 
tion  which  their  Lordships  put  upon  the  word  '*  increase."  Their 
Lordships,  looking  at  the  deed,  and  seeing  that  '' increase"  is 
always  spoken  of  as  the  increase,  not  of  a  flock,  but  as  the  increase 
of  those  sheep  which  were  originally  the  subject  of  the  Mortgage, 
are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  must  be  taken  to  mean  the  natural 
increase,  or  the  offspring  of  those  original  sheep. 

The  second  question  is^  whether  that  Mortgage  has  created  any 
lien  or  interest  in  the  Plaintiffs  upon  the  leasehold  property  which 
was  part  of  the  subjects  that  were  ultimately  sold  by  the  Bespon- 
dents ;  and  their  Lordships  are  unable  to  find  in  that  deed  any- 
thing which  can  fairly  be  said  to  have  that  effect.  There  is 
undoubtedly  a  covenant  in  the  deed  which  contemplates  a  possible 
lease,  but  the  lease  spoken  of  is  clearly  a  lease  which,  under  certain 
regulations  then  issued  for  this  Colony,  it  was  supposed  might  be 
granted  by  the  Government  in  substitution  for  the  licence  under 
which  the  Bun  had  previously  been  held.  There  is  nothing  in 
those  words  which  can  be  taken  to  give  the  Plaintiffs  an  equity  to 
a  lien  attaching  upon  a  lease  derived  by  some  other  title,  as  this 
particular  lease  seems  to  have  been.  And  if  it  were  otherwise, 
there  would  be  very  considerable  difficulty  in  administering  that 
equity  upon  a  Bill  framed  as  this  is,  because  it  clearly  appears  on 
the  evidence, — ^in  fact,  it  was  admitted  at  the  Bar, — ^that  when  that 
particular  lease  was  obtained  from  Mr.  Manifold  the  parties  imme- 
diately proceeded  to  give  the  Bespondents  an  equitable  Mortgage 
by  deposit  of  it.  If,  therefore,  it  was  the  intention  of  the  Plaintiffs 
to  question  that  transaction,  and  to  assert  in  themselves  a  prior 
incumbrance  upon  that  lease,  it  was  their  duty  to  state  such  a 
case,  to  raise  it  by  the  Bill,  and  to  put  it  properly  in  issue.  But 
the  Bill  is  whoUy  silent  upon  that  point. 

The  third  point  to  be  considered  is,  whether,  independently  of 
the  words  of  the  original  Mortgage,  this  Court>  sitting  as  a  Court  of 
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Equity,  has  any  grounds  upon  which  to  hold  that  the  sheep  which  J.  (X 
were  ^  substituted/'  according  to  the  term  used  in  the  deed,  for  1868 
those  which  were  sold  in  1862,  are  subject  to  the  Plaintiffs'  Mort-     Wbbstbb 

gage- 
Their  liordships  are  clearly  of  opinion,  and  they  entirely  agree 

with  Sir  BoundeU  Palmer  in  saying,  that,  emphatically  in  a  case 

which  involves  an  imputation  of  personal  fraud,  and  in  any  case  in 

which  it  is  sought  to  raise  a  personal  equity,  upon  certain  facts^ 

against  the  Defendant,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Pleader  who  prepares 

the  Bill  to  state  those  facts,  to  shew  his  equity,  and  to  put  tlie 

point  fairly  in  issue.    It  does  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  that 

aay  such  case  as  was  made  at  the  Bar  to-day  has  been  properly 

raised  by  the  Bill  before  them. 

That  seems  also  to  have  been  the  view  taken  in  the  Court  below ; 
in  fact,  upon  these  proceedings  it  would  appear,  that  in  the  first 
Coart, — the  C!ourt  of  First  Instance, — the  case  was  not  raised  at 
all.  It  seems  to  have  been  raised  by  the  grounds  of  the  appeal, 
and  is  dealt  with  by  the  Judges  of  the  Superior  Court. 

The  result,  therefore,  of  these  findings  is  to  reduce  the  Appellants' 
daiin  to  a  lien  on  the  issue  or  increase  of  the  sheep  originally  in- 
claded  in  his  security,  and  the  proceeds  realized  by  the  sale  of  them. 
Of  course  we  assume  that  all  the  original  sheep  have  died  long 
ago. 

To  this  extent  his  right  is  affirmed  by  the  decree  which  is  im- 
peached by  the  appeal;  and  the  only  question  that  remains  is, 
whether  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  give  an  immediate  decree 
for  the  sum  claimed  against  the  Respondents,  presuming,  by  reason 
of  the  confusion  or  otherwise,  that  the  proceeds  of  all  the  sheep 
that  were  sold  were  subject  to  the  Plaintiffs'  lien,  or  whether  it  was 
proper  to  direct  an  inquiry  in  order  to  ascertain  what  part  of  such 
proceeds  was  so  subject. 

With  reference  to  this  question  of  confusion,  their  Lordships 
think,  upon  the  evidence,  that  it  has  not  been  established  against 
the  Bespondents  that  they  are  responsible  for  any  confusion  which 
existed,  or  which  had  taken  place  before  they  took  possession  of 
the  Run  and  flocks.  And,  upon  the  evidence,  it  also  seems  probable 
that  whatever  confusion  has  been  occasioned  by  the  intermixture  of 
the  Bocks  had  then  taken  place. 
.  YouU.  3  I 
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J.  0.  If  any  difficulty  has  arisen  as  to  ascertaining  the  rights  of  the 
1868       parties  under  the  inquiry  directed,  by  reason  of  the  sale  of  all  the 
Wbbotkb     sheep  to  other  Purchasers  without  any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the 
^'          Bespondents  to  discriminate  between  them,  or  by  any  other  act  or 
omission  for  which  they  are  responsible,  the  question,  what  pre- 
sumptions ought  to  be  drawn  against  the  Respondents  in  consequence 
of  the  difficulty  so  caused  by  them,  is  one  which,  as  it  appears  to 
their  Lordships,  will  properly  arise  upon  further  directions,  and 
after  the  Master  has  made  his  report.     It  possibly  will  arise  before 
the  Master  in  making  the  inquiry  directed,  if  he  shall  think  it  his 
duty  to  draw  any  such  presumptions.     In  that  case  his  conclusions 
mU  be,  of  course,  subject  to  appeal  before  the  Court,  when  the  case 
comes  before  it  upon  further  directions.      But  it  seems  to  their 
Lordships  to  be  altogether  premature  to  assume  that  the  Master 
will  not  be  able  to  come  to  a  conclusion  upon  the  matter  referred  to 
him  by- means  of  direct  evidence. 

With  respect  to  what  has  been  said  as  to  the  introduction  of  the 
word  "  probable,"  into  the  decree,  it  does  not  appear  to  their  Lord- 
ships that  that  affords  any  ground  for  varying  the  decree.  In  fact, 
if  the  word  introduces  any  fresh  element  into  the  inquiry,  it  is  an 
element  which  seems  to  be  rather  in  favour  of  the  Appellants  than 
in  favour  of  the  Bespondents. 

Upon  the  whole,  their  Lordships  feel  that  it  will  be  their  duty 
humbly  to  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the  decree  of  the 
Courts  below,  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants  :  Hancock,  Sharp,  &  Hales, 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondents :  W,  S,  Paine, 
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KOBERT  MAESDEN  FITZGEEALD       .    •    •    Appellant;       j.a* 

AND  2^68 

CHARLOTTE  FITZGERALD Respondent.     J^^^ 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  SOUTH 

WALES. 

Annuity — Deed  of  Covenant — Marriage  of  Covenantor  with  Annuitant — >S«s- 
jpension^^  Extinguishment — Becovery  of  arrears  subsequent  to  death  of 
Husband, 

A  man  by  deed  ooyenants  to  pay  a  woman  an  annuity  for  her  life,  pay- 
able half-yearly,  for  her  separate  use,  and  free  from  anticipation.  The 
covenantor  afterwards  marries  the  annuitant,  and  dies  leaving  her  sur- 
viving : — 

Eddf  affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  that  the  annuity  is  not 
extinguished  but  only  suspended  by  the  marriage,  and  that  the  Widow  is 
entitled  to  recover  arrears  accrued  subsequent  to  the  death  of  her  husband. 

IHIS  was  an  action  brought  by  the  Respondent  against  the 
Appellant  to  recover  arrears  of  annuity  from  the  Defendant  a& 
Executor  of  the  Testator  due  to  the  Respondent. 

The  declaration  alleged  that  by  a  deed,  dated  the  18th  of  May, 
1864,  the  Testator  covenanted  emd  agreed  that  he  would  yearly 
and  every  year  during  the  natural  life  of  the  Respondent  pay 
an  annuity  of  £100  by  two  half-yearly  payments  in  advance, 
on  the  1st  day  of  July,  and  the  Ist  day  of  January  in  every 
year,  to  the  Respondent,  whether  covert  or  sole,  for  her  sole 
and  separate  use  and  benefit  and  disposition  during  her  life, 
independent  of  any  future  husband,  and  so  that  she  might  not, 
whether  covert  or  sole,  at  any  time  or  times  whatsoever,  make 
any  assignment  or  disposition  by  way  of  anticipation  of  the  said 
annuity,  or  any  part  thereof,  to  the  intent  that  the  same  might 
not  be  subject  or  liable  to  the  debts  of  any  future  husband  of  the 
Bespondent,  but  always  remain  for  her  sole  and  separate  use, 
and  independent  maintenance  and  support;  and  it  was  further 
declared,  that  the  receipts  of  the  Respondent  alone  for  the  an- 

•  Present : — Sib  William  Eblb,  Lord  Justice  Wood,  Lobd  Justice  Seit 
WTO,  Sm  Jaxes  William  Colvile,  and  Sir  Edwabd  Vaughan  Will'ams, 
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J.  C.       nuity,  or  any  part  thereof,   to  be  paid  in  the  manner  afore- 

1868        said,  should,  notwithstanding  her  coverture  (if  married),  be  a 

FiTOGBRALD  sufficient  release  and  discharge  for  the  same  ;  provided  always, 

FrrzGKBALD  ^^^^  ^  *^®  Bespondent  should  go  to  reside  out  of  the  City  of 

Sydney  without  the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Testator  during  his 

life  first  had  and  obtained,  or  should  marry  without  the  like 
consent  first  obtained,  or  should  cohabit  with  any  man  or  men, 
then  upon  the  happening  of  either  of  those  events,  the  deed  and 
everything  therein  contained  should  absolutely  cease  and  be 
void,  and  the  annuity  should  thenceforth  cease ;  and  by  the  deed 
the  Bespondent,  in  consideration  of  the  covenant  on  the  part 
of  the  Testator,  covenanted  with  the  Testator,  his  Executors,  and 
Administrators,  that  she  would  thenceforth  reside  and  continue 
in  the  City  of  Sydney,  and  would  not  quit  the  same  without  the 
consent  in  writing  of  the  Testator  first  obtained ;  and  further,  that 
before  contracting  any  marriage  she  would  obtain  the  like  consent. 
The  declaration  further  alleged,  that  although  the  Bespondent  had 
done  all  things,  and  all  things  had  happened  to  entitle  the  Be- 
spondent to  receive  the  annuity,  and  although  certain  arrears 
of  the  annuity  accrued  due  since  the  death  of  the  Testator,  the 
Appellant  had  not  paid  the  same. 

The  Appellant  by  his  plea  aJleged,  that  after  the  execution  of 
the  Deed,  mentioned  in  the  declaration,  by  the  Testator,  a  marriage 
had  been  solemnized  between  the  Testator  and  the  Bespondent,  and 
the  Testator  and  the  Bespondent  thereupon  became  and  were  man 
and  wife. 

To  this  plea  there  was  a  demurrer,  and  a  joinder  in  demurrer. 
The  ground  of  the  demurrer  being,  that  the  right  of  the  Bespondent 
to  sue  on  the  covenant  of  the  Testator  contained  in  the  Deed  was 
suspended  only  during  coverture,  and,  therefore,  that  tjie  plea  was 
no  bar  to  an  action  for  arrears  of  the  annuity  which  had  accrued 
since  the  death  of  the  Testator. 

The  demurrer  was  argued,  and  judgment  given  on  the  5th 
December,  1866.  The  Court,  consisting  of  the  Chief  Justice,  Sir 
Alfred  Stephen,  Mr.  Justice  Hargrove,  and  Mr.  Justice  Cheeke,  were 
unanimously  of  opinion  that  the  plea  was  bad,  and  judgment  was 
given  in  favour  of  the  Bespondent. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment. 
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Mr.  JS.  E.  Twmer  (Mr  Cbferii^e,"Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the  Appel-        J.  C 
lant : —  1868 


The  question  raised  on  this  appeal  is,  whether  when  a  man  by  Fitzgebald 
Deed  covenants  with  a  woman  to  pay  her  an  annuity  for  her  life,  for  FirzoraALD, 
her  sole  and  separate  use,  without  power  of  anticipation,  and  after-  """" 
wards  marries  her,  the  eflTect  of  the  marriage  is  to  destroy  the 
covenant  and  extinguish  the  liability  altogether,  or  only  put  an  end 
to  the  obligation  during  the  coverture,  so  that  upon  his  death  leaving 
the  covenantee  him  surviving,  the  obligation  is  still  in  force  for  the 
remainder  of  her  life.  We  contend  that  the  covenant  to  pay  the 
annuity  was  not  merely  suspended  during  the  coverture,  but  be- 
came absolutely  inoperative  and  extinguished  by  the  marriage 
of  the  covenantor  with  the  covenantee,  such  marriage  being  a 
release  in  law  of  the  covenant,  and  of  the  annuity.  The  learned 
Judges  of  the  Court  below  were  of  opinion,  that  the  annuity  being 
-secured  for  the  Bespondent's  separate  use,  and  against  anticipation, 
such  clauses  ought  to  be  maintained  against  infringements,  pre- 
cisely as  in  a  marriage  settlement,  and  they  thought  that  the  case 
of  Qage  v.  Adon  (1),  where  it  was  held,  in  an  action  on  a  Bond  to  pay 
money  after  marriage  between  obligor  and  obligee,  the  debt  was  only  • 
suspended  during  marriage ;  and  Co.  lAtty  264  (b),  were  authorities 
in  support  of  the  demurrer.  In  Milbourn  v.  Ewart  (2),  a  Bond  con- 
ditioned for  payment  of  money  after  the  obligor's  death,  made  to  a 
woman  in  contemplation  of  the  obligor's  marrying  her,  and  intended 
for  her  benefit  if  she  should  survive,  was  held  not  to  be  released  by 
their  marriage.  There,  as  in  this  case,  the  marriage  was  pleaded 
in  bar  to  an  action  of  debt  on  the  Bond  against  the  heir  of  the 
obligor,  and  it  was  determined,  that  if  the  replication  had  stated 
the  purposes  for  which  the  Bond  was  made  it  was  good,  being  con- 
sistent with  the  Bond  and  condition.  So  in  the  more  recent  case  of 
Eore  V.  Becker  (3),  where  a  single  woman,  being  entitled  to  an 
annuity  secured  by  Bond; married;  the  Husband  executed  a  release 
of  the  annuity,  and  died,  leaving  his  Wife  surviving,  and  it  was  held 
that  as  he  could  release  the  security,  he  could  release  the  annuity 
so  as  to  bind  his  Wife.    It  is  true  that  in  the  case  of  Thompson  v. 

(1)  1  Salk.  325-7 ;  S.  C.  1  Ld.  Raym,  522.  (2)  5  T.  Eep.  381-7. 

(3)  12  Sim.  466. 
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J.  C.       Butler  (1)  it  was  held  that  if  a  married  woman  had  an  annuity  for 

1868       life,  a  release  by  her  husband  did  not  bind  her ;  but  it  does  not 

Fitzgerald  appear  from  the  report  of  that  case  how  the  annuity  was  secured, 

Fitzgerald   w^®*'^®^  ^^  ^^^^  ^^  personalty ;   if  on  land,  it  is  quite  clear  it 

could  not  be  released  without  her  concurrence.    Ford  v.  Beech  (2) 

was  an  action  of  assumpsit  by  the  payee  of  promissory  notes 
against  the  maker.  The  Defendant  pleaded  in  bar  that,  after  the 
notes  became  due,  it  was  mutually  agreed  by  Defendant  and 
another  that  a  certain  sum  should  be  paid  the  Plaintiff,  and  as 
long  as  it  was  paid  the  right  of  action  should  be  suspended.  The 
Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  held,  that  the  plea  was  no  answer, 
inasmuch  as  if  the  Plaintiff  was  barred  his  action  on  the  notes,  liis 
right  of  action  would  by  law  be  extinguished  altogether.  On  the 
whole,  we  rely  on  the  authority  of  Lord  CoJce^  who  says :  **  K  a 
feme  obligee  take  the  obligor  to  husband,  this  is  a  release :"  Co. 
Liu.  264  (b) ;  and  the  principles  of  law  enunciated  by  him  in 
Lampefs  Case  (3). 

Mr.  MeUish,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wilb,  appeared  for  the  Bespondent, 
but  were  not  called  on. 

LoBD  Justice  Wood  : — 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  call  on  the  Counsel 
for  the  Bespondent,  as  they  are  quite  satisfied  on  the  point 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  arrears  of  an  annuity  granted 
by  a  Deed  of  covenant  by  a  man  to  a  woman,  for  her  separate  use, 
whom  he  afterwards  married,  and  which  arrears  had  accrued  since 
the  death  of  the  Husband.  The  marriage  was  pleaded  in  bar  to 
the  action,  on  the  ground  that  such  marriage  by  putting  an  end 
to  the  obligation  during  coverture,  destroyed  the  covenant  and  ex- 
tinguished the  liability  altogether.  To  this  plea  the  Eespondent 
(the  Plaintiff  in  the  Court  below)  demurred,  the  ground  of  demurrer 
being,  that  the  right  of  the  Bespondent  to  sue  on  the  covenant  was 
suspended  only  during  coverture,  and,  therefore,  that  the  plea  was 
no  bar  to  an  action  for  arrears  of  the  annuity  which  had  accrued 
since  the  death  of  the  covenantor. 

(1)  Moore's  Rcr.  52*?.  (2)  II  Q.  C.  852. 

(3)  10  Co.  Eep.  4G,  51. 
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The  qaestion  here  arises  upon  a  Deed  of  coyenant,  not  upon  a        J.  a 
Bond  with  a  simple  defeazance,  as  in  some  of  the  cases  cited.    The        ises 
Deed,  moreover,  provides  that  the  annuity  shall  be  payable  half-  FrrzaratALD 
yearly,  not  to  be  anticipated  by  her,  and  for  her  separate  use  if  «     ^' 
she  married.    The  case  of  the  Plaintiff  is  at  least  as  strong  as  that        — 
of  the  widow  in  Oage  v.  Acton  (1),  upon  which  the  Court  below 
relied.    That  case  was  much  controverted  in  MUbourn  v.  Ewart  (2), 
and  was  there  alleged  by  Counsel  to  have  proceeded  on  a  corifusion 
of  legal  and  equitable  principles,  and  even  to  have  gone  beyond 
that  relief  which  a  Court  of  Equity  would  have  accorded  to  the 
obligee.     But  Lord  Kenyan  and  the  other  Judges  upheld  Gage  v. 
Adon  in  the  strongest  terms,  and  Mr.  Justice  BuUer  referred  to  a 
case  of  FoordY.  Foord(3),  where  Lord  Mansjidd  had,  notwithstand- 
ing the  marriage  of  the  obligee  with  the  obligor,  held  a  Bond  to 
be  subsisting  at  law  after  the  coverture  hctd  determined.    The  case 
here  is  that  of  a  covenant,  and  there  is  a  fresh  breach  on  each 
default.    The  Widow  sues   on  those  breaches  only  which  have 
occurred  since  her  Husband's  death. 

The  case  of  Eore  v.  Becker  (4),  relied  upon  by  the  Appellant 
can  scarcely  be  reconciled  with  the  doctrines  of  a  Court  of  Equity, 
88  to  the  inalienable  character  of  a  wife's  reversionary  interest. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  was 
right,  and,  therefore,  that  we  must  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Davidson,  Carr,  &  Bannister. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondent :  Sharpen  Parkers,  &  Jackson. 

(1)  1  Salk.  326.  (3)  5  T.  Bep.  386. 

(2)  5  T.  Rep.  381.  (4)  12  Sim.  465. 
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J.  C.»      In  re  AUGUSTUS  STEWAET,  an  Attorney  and  Proctor. 

logo 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  JUDICATURE  IN  BENGAL. 

Frqfessumal  misconduct — Attorney  struck  off  the  HoUs  for  false  recitals  w  Deed,  no 
fraud  being  intended  or  effected,  restored  on  appeal — Construction — Indian 
Penal  Code,  sect,  423. 

By  an  Order  of  the  High  Court  of  Judicature  in  Bengal  an  Attorney  and 
Proctor  of  that  Court  was  struck  off  the  Rolls  for  inserting  in  a  Deed  of  Con- 
veyance a  false  recital  as  to  the  consideration-money,  knowing  the  same  to 
be  false,  and  for  attesting  the  execution  of  the  Deed,  and  signing  his  name  as 
a  witness  to  the  receipt  of  the  consideration-money,  knowing  that  no  such 
consideration  had  passed,  or  was  intended  to  pass.  Such  Order,  on  appeal, 
discharged,  the  Judicial  Committee  being  of  opinion,  that  although  the 
preparation  of  such  a  Deed,  and  the  knowledge  of  such  facts,  would  be 
circumstances  of  great  weight  against  an  Attorney  cognizant  of  them  in  the 
event  of  such  a  Deed,  upon  or  soon  after  its  execution,  being  used  as  an  in- 
strument of  fraud,  yet,  as  the  circumstances  of  its  preparation  were  capable 
of  being  explained,  and  no  fraudulent  use  of  the  Instrument  had  been  made 
or  attempted,  no  fraudulent  motive  alleged,  and  no  injury  directly  or  in- 
directly occasioned  by  it,  the  mis-statement  upon  the  face  of  such  a  Deed 
could  not  be  considered  sufficient  in  itself  to  wan-ant  the  striking  an 
Attorney  off  the  Rolls  of  the  Court : — 

Semhle,  the  provisions  of  sect.  423  of  the  Indian  Fenal  Code  in  respect  to 
the  execution  of  such  a  deed  are  confined  to  "  fraudulent  and  dishonest "  par- 
ticipation in  such  an  Instrument. 

XHIS  appeal  was  brought  against  an  Order  made  by  the  High 
Court  at  Fort  William,  in  its  original  jurisdiction,  dated  the  6th  of 
May,  1867,  whereby  it  was  ordered  that  the  Appellant  should  be 
struck  off  the  Koll  of  Attorneys  and  Proctors  of  that  Court.  The 
Order  was  made  by  a  majority  of  the  Division  Court,  consisting  of 
the  Chief  Justice  (Sir  Barnes  Peacock)  and  Mr.  Justice  Phear, 
Mr.  Justice  Norman  dissenting. 

The  circumstances  under  which  the  Order  was  made  were  as 
follows : — 

There  were  three  brothers,  Augustus  Stewart,  William  Mollot/ 
Stewart,  and  James  Augustus  Stewart.  The  first  of  these  was  the 
Appellant ;  and  his  brother,  TF.  MoUoy  Stewart,  having  purchased 

*  Present : — Sib  Willtam  Eble,  Lord  Justice  Wood,  Lord  Justice  Selwyn, 
Sir  James  William  Colvile,  Sib  Edward  Vauqhan  Williams,  and  Sir  Law- 
rence Peel. 
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for  him  a  share  in  the  bnsiiiess  of  Charles  William  Eateh,  an  At-        J.  0« 
tomej,  in  CdlefMa,  the  Appellant  became,  in  July,  1862,  a  partner        1868 
mth  Hatch.   W.  MaUay  Stewart  was  an  Indigo  Planter,  and  in  1861       j^ 
lie  established  in  Tirhoot  an  Indigo  Factory  called  the  "  Begvm    Stewabt. 
Serai  Factory^  of  which  he  was  the  sole  owner.    James  Augustus 
Stewart  had,  in  1860>  become  an  Attorney  of  the  Supreme  Court 
in  Calcutta,  and  was  employed  in  the  office  of  Messrs.  MoUoy  <& 
DallaSy  Attorneys  there ;  but  in  March,  1862,  he,  at  his  brother 
William*8  request,  went  to  Begum  Serai  with  the  yiew  of  assisting 
him.    In  October,  1862,  Mr.  Francis  Barrow,  a  pcirtner  in  the  firm 
of  Barrow  dt  Sen,  Attorneys,  in  Calcutta,  requested  James  Augus- 
tus Stewart  to  join  him  as  a  partner,  and,  as  an  inducement,  held 
out  very  advantageous  terms  to  him.    Upon  W.  MoUoy  Stewart's 
hearing  of  this,  he  requested  his  brother,  instead  of  accepting 
Barrow's  offer,  to  remain  as  his  Manager,  and,  as  an  inducement 
to  do  so,  he  offered  him  a  four-anna  share  in  his  Indigo  concern, 
which  he  valued  at  Rs.32,000.    At  that  time  the  property  was 
wholly  unincumbered,  save  an  equitable  mortgage  to  an  Indigo 
Broker's  firm,  named  Thomas  &  Co,,  for  the  outlay  only  of  the 
Factory  for  the  expenses  of  the  current  season.     The  season's 
accounts  were  made  up  to  the  20th  of  February,  1863,  at  which 
time  the  crop  of  season  1861-62  was  sold,  and  resulted  in   a 
balance  in  favour  of  W.  Molloy  Stewart  of  Rs.24,544.  6.  2.    This 
balance  was  carried  on  in  the  Books  of  Thomas  d;  Co.  as  a  credit  in 
respect  of  the  expenses  for  the  cultivation  of  the  year  1862-63, 
which  season  commenced  in  November,  1862.    The  Indigo  was 
sold  in  February,  1863,  and  in  consequence  of  such  sale  taking 
place  W.  Molloy  Stewart  came  to  Coicvita  in  that  month.    He 
then  gave  instructions  to  the  Appellant  to  prepare  a  convey- 
ance to  his  brother  James  in  accordance  with  the  arrangement 
entered  into  in  October.      The  Appellant  was  aware    of  this 
arrangement,  but  he  was  instructed  by  his  brother,  W.  Molloy 
Stewart,  to  state  as  the  consideration  passing  from  James  to  him 
the  sum  of  Es.32,000,  instead  of  stating  the  real  circumstan- 
ces under  which  the  Factory  was  conveyed.      The  reason   that 
W.  Molloy  Stewart  gave  was,  that  as  the  Factory  was  a  new  one  he 
was  desirous  in  parting  with  a  portion  of  the  Factory  to  put  a 
money  value  on  it,  and  he  valued  the  whole  of  the  Factory  at 


SxfliWAELT. 


Sa  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  R. 

J.  CV  R8.128,000.  The  Appellant,  believing  tliat  to  be  a  fair  value,  and 
xs€g  that  W,  MoOoy  Stewards  circumfitances  were  in  a  prosperous  con- 
j^  ^^  dition,  and  never  having  the  slightest  idea  that  W.  MoUoy  Stewart 
intended,  or  himself  contemplating,  any  fraud  whatsoever,  pre- 
pared a  deed  of  conveyance  from  W.  MoUoy  Stewart  to  James 
Augvdus  Stewart,  dated  the  16th  of  February,  1863,  in  which  no 
mention  was  made  of  the  arrangement  under  which  William  con- 
veyed a  quarter  of  his  Factory  to  James,  but  it  was  drawn  up  and 
executed  as  if  James  had  bought  and  paid  for  the  share  by  a  pay- 
ment of  Ils.32,000,  and  a  receipt  clause  for  the  money  was  indorsed 
and  signed  by  W.  MoUoy  Stewart.  The  execution  of  the  Deed 
and  signature  to  the  receipt  clause  were  attested  by  the  Appellant 
and  two  other  witnesses,  and  the  Deed  W6ts  duly  registered.  No 
concealment  was  made  of  the  fact  of  this  conveyance,  and  W. 
MoUoy  Stewart  having  borrowed  a  sum  of  Es.14,000  from  0.  W. 
Hatchf  arrangements  were  made  for  giving  security  for  that  sum, 
and  also  for  the  sum  of  Rs.6000,  which  W.  MoUoy  Stewart  owed 
Hatch  for  the  purchase- money  of  the  Appellant's  share  in  Hatch's 
business,  by  a  mortgage  over  the  Factory.  The  mortgage  was 
origincdly  prepared  so  as  to  comprise  the  whole  Factory,  and  a 
draft  was  prepared,  making  the  two  brothers,  W.  MoUoy  and  James, 
join  as  Mortgagors,  but  it  being  represented  to  Hatch  that  William's 
three-fourths  of  the  Factory  was  a  sufficient  security,  and  he,  know- 
ing that  the  debt  was  one  owing  by  WHUam  alone,  took  the  mort- 
gage as  one  of  W.  MoUoy  Stewart's  three-fourths  only.  In  May, 
1863,  W.  MoUoy  Stewart  left  the  Begvm  Serai  Factory  in  the 
management  of  his  brother  James,  and  went  to  a  Factory  called 
"  Japhaha,"  sixty  miles  off,  where  he  was  engaged  as  Manager,  on 
a  salary  and  commission.  He  remained  there  until  October,  when 
he  bought  a  half  share  in  a  Factory  called  '^  JeetwarporeJ'  For 
this  purchase,  which  he  made  through  his  agents,  Messrs.  Thomas 
&  Co.,  from  a  Mr.  BecTcwith,  he  was  to  pay  Rs.207,000,  which  sum 
he  was  to  pay  with  interest  at  10  per  cent,  per  annum,  and  as 
security  for  the  purchase-money  he  gave  Thoma,8&  Co.e,  mortgage 
over  that  moiety.  While  James  Stewart  remained  Manager  ol 
Begum  Serai  the  firm  of  Thomas  &  Co,  carried  on  the  Factory  as 
Agents  until  their  failure,  when  they  had  Es.4,000  belonging  to 
the  Factory  in  their  han^^s,  and  then  the  Agra  Bank  carried  on  the 


TOL.  n.]  CASES  m  THE  PRITT  COUNCIL.  91 

Factory.    No  diyision  of  profits  ever  took  place,  James  Stewart        J.  o. 
only  drawing  on  ThomoA  iSk  Co,  io  the  extent  of  Es.300  a  month,  the        ises 
profits  remaining  at  the  credit  of  the  Factory.    It  appeared  that        ^^ 
Thotnas  &  Co.  afterwards  failed,  and  that  the  Agra  Bank  also  failed    Stewart. 
in  June,  1866. 

FT.  MoUoy  Stewart,  some  time  afterwards,  filed  his  petition  in 
the  Court  for  the  Belief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  in  Calcutta,  and  he 
■attributed  his  insolvency  to  having  lost  by  his  purchase  of  the 
half  share  of  Jeetwarpore  Factory,  and  to  his  liabilities  in  respect 
of  the  Tirhoot  Indigo  Company's  shares,  transactions  he  had  been 
oonoemed  in. 

On  the  25th  of  March,  1867,  the  OflScial  Assignee  of  the  Insol- 
vent CJourt  at  Calcutta  obtained  an  Order — "  In  the  matter  of  the 
petition  of  W.  MoUoy  Stewart,  &c.,"  calling  on  the  Insolvent,  to- 
gether with  Jam^  Stewart,  Samuel  Price  Oriffiths,  James  Mur- 
dock,  Richard  Dodd,  John  Phillips  Thomas,  Charles  William  Hatch, 
and  the  Appellant^  to  attend  the  Court  for  the  purpose  of  being 
examined  touching  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  said  Insolvent. 

The  examination  took  place  before  Mr.  Justice  Phear  on  the 
13th  of  April,  1867,  when  the  Insolvent,  the  Appellant,  Jamss 
Stewart,  and  Charles  William  Batch  were  examined.  This  being  . 
simply  an  examination  at  the  request  of  the  Official  Assignee,  and 
not  a  sitting  held  for  the  hearing  of  the  case  of  the  Insolvent,  with  a 
view  to  ascertaining  whether  or  no  he  was  entitled  to  his  discharge, 
no  Order  of  the  Insolvent  Court  was  passed  upon  that  evidence. 

On  the  18th  of  April,  1867,  the  Appellant  was  served  with  a 
rule,  made  by  the  High  Court  in  its  ordinary  original  civil  juris- 
diction, on  the  motion  of  the  Advocate-General,  calling  on  the 
Appellant  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not  be  struck  off  the 
Boll  of  Attorneys,  or  be  otherwise  punished  according  to  law,  for 
his  misbehaviour  in  inserting  in  the  Deed  hereinbefore  mentioned 
a  false  recital  as  to  the  consideration,  knowing  the  same  to  be 
&lse,  and  in  attesting  the  execution  of  the  deed  with  such  false 
recital,  and  also  in  signing  his  name  as  a  witness  to  the  receipt  of 
consideration-money  therein  mentioned,  knowing -that  no  consider- 
ation had  passed  or  was  intended  to  pass. 

This  rule  was  drawn  up  on  an  affidavit  of  Mr.  Davis,  sworn  on 
the  18th  of  April,  and  two  exhibits  thereto  annexed,  being  the 
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J.  0.       before-mentioned  Deed  of  Conveyance  from  W.  M.  Stewart  to 
1868       J.  A  Stetoart  of  the  16th  of  February,  1863,  and  the  original 
j„  „       draft  thereof,  and  the  depositions  of  three  of  the  parties  examined 
Stewart,    q^  ^^^  sittings  in  the  Insolvent  Court.      Davis  8  affidavit  was 
made  by  him  as  Clerk  of  the  Court,  and  stated  that   the  In- 
solvent Court  held  the  sitting  above  referred  to ;  that  the  parties 
above  mentioned  were  examined  as  witnesses ;  that  their  evidence 
was,  at  the  request  of  the  Official  Assignee,  taken  down  in  writing ; 
and  that  two  exhibits  annexed  to  his  affidavit  were  produced,  and 
spoken  to  by  the  several  witnesses.    The  affidavit,  however,  omitted 
to  state  the  fact  of  James  Augvaliis  Stewart  having  been  examined, 
or  that  other  exhibits  were  produced  on  that  examination,  viz.  a 
mortgage  by  WiUiam  MoUoy  Stewart  to  Mr.  Eatehy  and  a  draft  of 
the  same. 

The  Appellant  shewed  cause,  and  the  rule  came  on  for  argument 
before  the  Chief  Justice,  Mr.  Justice  Norman,  and  Mr.  Justice 
Phear,  when  the  Appellant  filed  affidavits  made  by  Mr.  Madeody 
Mr.  Barrow,  Mr.  Jam^es  Stewart,  the  Appellant,  and  the  Insolvent, 
and  to  the  latter  affidavit  was  annexed  a  letter  and  account  fur- 
nished by  Messrs.  Thomas  d:  Co.  There  was  no  affidavit  put  in  on 
the  part  of  the  Official  Assignee,  or  any  other  person,  in  support  of 
the  rule,  nor  was  any  statement  made  that  any  one  was  misled  or 
defrauded  by  the  deed  in  question.  No  Counsel  appeared,  the 
Advocate-General  having  left  it  in  the  hands  of  the  Court.  Mr. 
Justice  Norman  was  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged, 
but  the  Chief  Justice  (Sir  Barnes  Peacock)  and  Mr.  Justice  Phear 
being  of  a  contrary  opinion,  it  was  made  absolute. 
The  Court  gave  judgment  seriatim. 

Mr.  Justice  Phear,  in  his  judgment,  after  giving  his  reasons  for 
disbelieving  the  evidence,  as  to  the  sole  object  of  making  the  deed 
express  a  pecuniaiy  instead  of  the  real  consideration,  stated  as 
follows : — ^'  However,  I  do  not  agi'ee  with  the  learned  Counsel  for 
Mr.  Atiffustiis  Stewart,  Mr.  Doyne,  that  in  a  case  like  this  it  is  neces- 
sary for  the  Court  to  come  to  a  definite  conclusion  that  a  specific 
fraudulent  act  has  been  committed,  or  was  intended  to  be  com- 
mitted, at  the  time  when  the  false  statements  were  put  in,  and 
that  these  false  statements  were  made  with  a  view  to  its  commis- 
sion.    I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  in  the  proper  discretion  of  this 
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Court,  whose  datyit  is  to  see  that  its  OiBSeers  are,  on  the  one  hand,       J.  c. 
well  protected  in  every  reasonable  exercise  of  their  duty,  whether       isss 
they  make  a  mistake  in  the  exercise  of  that  duty  or  not,  and  to       j„  ^.^ 
take  care,  on  the  other,  that 'the  character  of  its  Officers  shall  be    Stbwadt. 
abore  suspicion ;  that  it  is  only  a  proper  exercise  of  the  discretion 
of  this  Court  when  a  taint  of  &aud  and  misconduct  so  deeply 
tinctured  as,  to  my  mind,  is  that  which  proceeds  from  the  acts  of 
which  Mr.  Augttsti^  Stewart  has  admitted  himself  guilty  rests  upon 
an  Officer,  to  say  that  it  then  becomes  incumbent  upon  that  Officer 
to  shew,  not  merely  that  it  is  not  certain,  after  aU,  that  the  act  was 
not  an  innocent  one,  rather  than  a  fraud,  but  that  he  is  bound  to 
go  farther,  and  to  shew  convincingly  that  he  was,  in  fietc  t,  acting 
ionocently  in  the  matter,  and  with  no  fraudulent  motive  or  motives 
of  misconduct.      Our  powers,  under  the  Letters  Patent  of  this 
Court,  are  very  considerably  different  from  those  which  vest  in 
the  Judges  of  the  Superior  Courts  of  England,  and  I  think  that  if 
we  see  reasonable  cause  (even  although  such  a  cause  may  not, 
according  to  the  reports  of  cases  in  England,  have  seemed  as  yet 
to  have  been  judicially  recognised  by  the  Superior  Courts  of  West- 
viVMier  as  a  cause  of  punishment)  to  remove  or  to  suspend  from 
practice  an  Attorney  of  this  Court,  we  are  bound  to  do  so." 

The  Chief  Justice,  after  giving  his  reasons  at  length  for  believing 
that  the  Deed  was  a  fraudulent  deed,  and  that  the  evidence  given 
was  unworthy  of  belief,  proceeded  thus : — **  Assuming,  then,  that 
the  conveyance  of  the  Factory  was  not  a  sale,  or  intended  to 
operate  as  a  hond  fde  transfer,  and  that  the  false  recital  was  inserted 
for  a  dishonest  purpose,  is  it  possible  to  believe  that  Mr.  Augustus 
Stewart  was  so  innocent  as  to  think  that  it  was  an  honest  trans- 
action ?  According  to  his  own  shewing,  he  knew  that  the  state- 
ments  relating  to  the  consideration  and  the  receipt  at  the  foot  of 
the  Deed  were  false,  and  he  admits  that  it  was  arranged  between 
him  and  the  Lisolvent  that  it  should  be  prepared  in  that  way,  and 
that  either  he  or  the  Insolvent  suggested  the  consideration.  The 
only  explanation  he  gives  is,  that  it  was  done  to  put  a  value  on  the 
Factory.  If  he  believed  that  the  transfer  was  m  consideration  of 
Mr.  James  Stewarfs  continuing  to  act  as  manager,  it  was  his  duty 
as  a  Solicitor,  preparing  the  Deed,  to  take  care  that  it  should  contain 
a  covenant  by  Mr.  James  Stewart  to  continue  to  act  as  manager. 


94  CASES  IN  THE  PKIVY  COUNCIL.  *[L.  B, 

J.O.  so  that  Mr.  W.  Mdloy  Stewart  might  have  some  security  for  the 
1868  consideration  in  respect  of  which  he  was  to  transfer  the  four-anna 
2n  re  share  to  his  brother.  I  do  not  beheve  that  Mr.  Augustus  Stewart 
Stewart,  acted  honestly  or  innocently  in  inseiting  in  the  Deed  the  false 
statements  which  are  contained  in  it,  and  in  attesting  the  execution 
of  the  Deed  when  he  knew  that  the  statements  were  false,  together 
with  the  false  receipt  for  the  R8.32,000.  Mr.  Augustus  Stewart  is 
an  Attorney  of  this  Court,  and  I  cannot  believe  that  any  gentleman 
who  has  acted  in  that  capacity  for  any  time,  or  has  even  served 
his  articles  in  this  country,  could  fail  to  be  aware  of  the  numerous 
Benamee  transactions  and  fraudulent  deeds  which  are  resorted  to 
in  this  country  for  the  purpose  of  fraud.  He  ought  to  have  sus- 
pected, and  must  have  suspected,  that  the  false  statements  to  be 
contained  in  the  Deed  and  receipt  were  not  intended  for  an  honest 
purpose,  even  if  they  were  not  prepared  in  pursuance  of  his  own 
advice.  It  is  one  of  the  crying  evils  against  which  we  have  to  con- 
tend in  the  administration  of  justice  in  this  country,  that  devices  of 
all  kinds  are  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  men's  pro- 
perty from  their  creditors.  A  suitor  may  prove  his  debt  without 
difficulty,[and  obtain  a  decree  for  that  debt ;  but  it  very  frequently 
happens,  that  as  soon  as  he  obtains  a  decree,  and  seeks  to  execute 
it,  his  difficulties  commence.  No  man  can  have  had  much  expe- 
rience in  the  administration  of  justice  in  this  country,  whether  in 
Caleuttay  or  in  the  Courts  in  the  Mofuml  (and  more  particularly  so 
in  the  Mofussil),  without  being  fully  aware  of  the  fact,  and  of  the 
difficulties  which  are  put  in  the  way  of  honest  suitors,  and  of  the 
litigation  which  is  constantly  rendered  necessary  by  means  of  false 
claims,  which  are  set  up  and  supported  by  deeds  and  other  docu- 
ments containing  false  statements  and  recitals.  Mr.  Augustus 
Stewart  must  have  known  that  he  was  not  acting  honestly  in  attest- 
ing a  Deed  with  the  knowledge  that  it  contained  falsehoods,  such 
as  those  which  were  deliberately  written  in  the  Deed  in  question, 
and  in  preparing  and  attesting  a  receipt  for  a  large  sum  of  money, 
of  which  he  knew  that  not  a  single  farthing  had  been  paid,  or  was 
ever  intended  to  be  paid.  The  Legislature  has  endeavoured  to  put 
a  stop  to  devices  of  this  nature,  and  has  enacted,  by  sect.  423  of 
the  Indian  Penal  Code,  that  whoever  dishonestly  or  fraudulently 
signs,  executes,  or  becomes  a  party  to  any  deed  or  instrument  which 
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pnrports  to  transfer,  or  subject  to  any  charge,  any  property,  or  any  J.  C. 
interest  therein,  and  which  contains  any  false  statement  relating  1868 
to  the  consideration  for  such  transfer,  or  charge,  or  relating  to  the  jn  re 
person  or  persons  for  whose  use  or  benefit  it  is  really  intended  to 
operate,  shall  be  punished  with  imprisonment  of  either  description, 
for  a  term  which  may  extend  to  two  years,  or  with  fine,  or  with 
both.  It  is,  in  my  opinion,  the  bounden  duty  of  thLs  Court  to  co- 
operate, as  far  as  it  can,  with  the  Legislature  in  endeavouring  to 
put  a  stop  to  practices  of  this  nature,  and  when  they  find  one  of 
their  own  officers,  an  Attorney  of  the  Court,  lending  himself  to 
the  preparation  of  such  a  Deed  as  this,  and  not  merely  preparing  it, 
but  giving  it  the  weight  of  his  name  as  an  attesting  witness  to  the 
execution  of  it,  to  visit  such  Officer  with  the  severest  penalty  " 

Mr.  Justice  Norinan  stated : — "  Now,  in  this  case,  it  is  indispu- 
tably proved,  and  has  in  feet  been  hardly  contested  by  Mr.  Doyne^ 
but  that  Mr.  Augustus  Stewart  has  been  guilty  of  a  very  great  and 
serious  irregularity  and  impropriety,  which,  whatever  view  we  take 
of  the  motives  which  actuated  him,  would,  in  my  opinion,  justify 
the  Court  in  visiting  Mr.  Stewart  with  severe  penalties.  But  when 
the  question  is  whether  he  shall  be  struck  off  the  Boll,  it  is  clear  to 
my  mind  that  there  is  a  distinction  which  should  never  be  forgotten 
or  oyerlooked.  The  clearest  distinction  exists  between  cases  where 
an  Attorney  misconducts  himself  for  fraudulent  purposes,  and  those 
irhere  such  misconduct  or  irregularity,  however  grave,  is  not  com- 
mitted with  the  intent  of  defrauding  his  client  or  injuring  others. 
In  the  present  case,  the  question  we  have  to  determine  in  deciding 
whether  Mr.  Stewards  name  shall  be  removed  from  the  Eoll,  is  whe- 
ther Mr.  Stewart  did  combine  or  conspire  with  his  brothers  or  either 
of  them,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  Mr.  W.  MoUoy  Stewart  to  defraud 
his  creditors.  That  I  apprehend  is  the  real  point  that  we  have  to 
consider,  and  it  is  the  real  question  on  which  I  must  satisfy  my 
mind  before  I  can  concur  in  saying  that  Mr.  Stewart's  name  shall 
be  removed  from  the  KoU.  I  entirely  agi'oe  in  the  soundness  of 
the  proposition  of  law  stated  in  the  case  cited  by  Mr.  Dot/ne, 
Be  Palmer  {1).  In  exercising  our  summary  jurisdiction  over 
Attorneys  and  other  Officers  of  the  Court,  I  wholly  disclaim 
acting  on  mere  suspicion,  however  strong ;  I  should  require  posi- 

(1)  4  Nev.  &  Mau.  529. 
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J.  a  tive  proof  that  the  crime  or  offence  had  been  comniitted  before 
1868  I  would  say  that  an  Attorney's  name  should  be  remoyed  from 
^7«  *t®  Boll.  I  should  require  the  fraud  or  the  crime  to  be  dis- 
Stbwabt..^  tinctly  proved  against  him,  as  if  he  stood  upon  his  trial  at  the 
bar  of  a  Criminal  CJourt  for  the  offence."  •  *  *  Eyerything 
was  done  in  an  open  and  straightforward  manner.  I  do  not 
see  why,  in  a  conveyance  from  one  brother  to  another,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  latter  managing  the  Factory  for  the  other,  a 
false  recital  should  have  been  inserted  that  the  consideration  was 
a  money  consideration.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  Deed,  on  the 
face  of  it,  would  have  been  just  as  binding  and  safe  if  the  true  con- 
sideration had  been  inserted.  If  the  facts  be  as  I  have  supposed, 
the  consideration  could  not  have  been  misstated  for  the  purpose 
of  defrauding  the  creditors  of  Mr.  W.  MoUoy  Stewart.  *  *  *  I 
think  that  the  false  statement  of  the  consideration  was,  in  &ct,  not 
made  with  intent  to  injure  or  defraud  anyone ;  and  I  say  with  stiU 
more  confidence,  that  on  the  evidence  before  us,  in  my  opinion,  no 
such  intent  has  been  proved.  I  would,  therefore,  say  that  the  name 
of  Mr.  Auffudus  Stewart  ought  not  to  be  removed  from  the  EoU." 

The  Appellant  applied  for  leave  to  appeal  to  the  full  Court,  but 
as  the  Court  were  of  opinion  that  no  appeal  lay  save  to  Her  Majesty 
in  Council,  it  was  refused,  whereupon  the  Appellant  applied  for 
and  obtained  leave  to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council. 

Sir  jB.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  J.  Bdl,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  transaction  in  this  case  was  not  such  an  offence  as  justified 
the  extreme  penalty  inflicted  —  striking  the  Appellant  off  the 
Bolls.  The  conveyance  which  contained  the  misrecital  was  a 
family  arrangement,  carried  out  at  the  instance  of  W.  MoUoy 
Stewart  himselJ^  for  the  obvious  and  specific  purpose  of  giving  an 
estimated  money  value  to  the  Factory ;  but  the  real  consideration, 
the  advancement  and  provision  for  his  brother  James,  was  a  suffi- 
ciently good  consideration,  and  but  for  the  express  wish  of  the 
parties,  might  have  been  stated,  and  would  have  made  the  Deed 
of  Conveyance  equally  valid.  The  attestation  and  nominal  receipt 
of  the  purchase-money  were  the  natural  incidents  of  the  statement 
of  a  money  consideration.  There  was  neither  concealment  nor 
fraud  attempted  or  required,  the  Deed  was  duly  registered  and 
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open  to  the  inspection  of  all  the  world.     This  is  not  such  a  case        J.  C. 
as  would  justify  Courts  in  Unglatid  striking  an  Attorney  off  the        1868 
Bolls.    In  Ex  parte  Bailey, In  the  MaJtter  of  Harper  (1),  Lord  Ten-       jHf« 
ierden  says,  "  The  Court  exercises  jurisdiction  over  Attorneys,  and    ^™^^'^' 
that  is  to  be  exercised  according  to  law  and  conscience,  and  not  by 
any  technical  rules."    There  is  no  foundation  for  the  assumption 
by  the  High  Court  that  they  have  a  greater  authority  than  is 
possessed  by  the  Courts  in  England.    The  High  Court,  created 
by  Letters  Patent  of  the  14th  of  May,  1862,  has  power  only  to  re- 
move Attorneys  of  that  Court  on  reasonable  cause.    [Sib  Lawrence 
Pbel  : — ^The  Judges  of  the  High  Court  have  the  same  authority  as 
the  Judges  of  the  late  Supreme  Court  had,  which  is  not  higher 
tban  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  has.]    The  Court  must  have  felt 
the  difficulty,  for  the  Chief  Justice  refers  to  the  423rd  section  of  the 
Indian  Penal  Code,  Act  No.  XLV.  of  1860,  as  affecting  the  case, 
which  has  really  no  application  to  such  a  measure  as  was]  here  re- 
sorted to,  of  striking  an  Attorney  off  the  Bolls.    There  was  neither 

fraud  nor  concealment  in  the  case,  no  affidavit  was  made,  and 

* 

there  is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  that  any  one  was  deceived  or 
damaged  by  the  erroneous  recital,  or  the  wrong  statement  of  the 
consideration.  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  conveyance, 
and  until  the  failure  of  the  Agra  Ba/nk,  W.  MoUoy  Stewart  was  in 
perfectly  solvent  circumstances.  The  Appellant  merely  carried  out 
the  views  and  intentions  of  his  Client,  in  a  £Eunily  arrangement^  and 
had  no  interest  himseK  either  to  conceal  or  disclose  the  real  nature 
of  the  business.  The*evidence  exonerates  him  from  any  fraudulent 
or  improper  motives.  The  two  Judges  who  constituted  the  majority 
in  the  Court  at  the  hearing,  erroneously  disregarded  the  testimony 
before  them,  and  acted  on  presumptions  which  were  unwarranted, 
and  for  which  there  was  no  foundation. 

No  party  appeared  in  support  of  the  Order  of  the  High  Court. 

Judgment  was  reserved,  and  now  delivered  by  1868 

Lord  Justice  Wood  : —  ^"^y^* 

The  Appellant  in  this  case  seeks  to  reverse  an  Order  of  the 
High  Court  of  Judicature  in  Bengal,  made  on  the  6th  of  May, 

(1)  9  B.  &  0. 691. 
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J.  C.        1867,  whereby  a  rule  nisi  of  the  18th  of  April,  1867,  calling  upon 

18C8        the  Appellant  to  shew  cause  why  his  name  should  not  be  struck 

Tn  re       off  the  EoU  of  Attorneys  and  Proctors  of  the  Court,  was  made 

Stewart,     ^^solute ;  and  it  was  ordered  that  his  name  should  be  struck  off 

accordingly.    The  charge  alleged  against  him  by  the  rule  nidy  was 

that  of  misbehaviour  in  inserting  in  a  Deed  a  false  recital  as  to  the 

consideration,  knowing  the  same  to  be  fEdse,  and  in  attesting  the 

execution  of  the  Deed  with  such  false  recital,  and  also  in  signing 

his  name  as  a  witness  to  the  receipt  of  the  consideration-money 

therein  mentioned,  knowing  that  no  consideration  had  passed,  or 

was  intended  to  pass. 

The  Deed  in  question  is  dated  the  16th  of  February,  1863,  and 
purports  to  be  an  absolute  conveyance  by  W.  MoUoy  Sletvart  to 
James  Augustus  Stewarty  of  a  four-anna,  or  quarterly,  share  in  an 
Indigo  Factory  called  Begum  Serai,  the  property  of  W.  MoOoy 
Stewart,  in  consideration  of  Ss.82,000.  A  receipt  for  that  sum  is 
endorsed  on  the  Deed,  and  signed  by  WHliam  MoUoy  Stewart,  and 
the  stamp  affixed,  and  the  covenants  for  title  and  further  assurance 
are  the  same  as  would  be  found  if  the  transaction  had  been  that 
which  the  Deed  represents.  Its  execution  and  the  receipt  of  the 
money  are  both  attested  by  the  Appellant.  It  is  admitted  by  the  Ap- 
pellant that  the  real  transaction  was  of  a  different  character,  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  are  stated  by  hira,  and  by  the  parties  to 
the  Deed,  to  have  been  as  follows : — ^The  parties  to  the  Deed  and 
the  Appellant  are  brothers.  W.  MoUoy  Stewart  was  the  owner  of 
the  Factory,  and  is  alleged  to  have  been  in  good  credit  at  the  time 
of  the  transaction.  His  brother,  the  Appellant,  was  an  Attorney 
in  partnership  with  Mr.  Hatch  ;  a  share  in  that  partnership  had 
been  purchased  for  him  by  his  elder  brother,  TT.  MoUoy  Stewart. 
James  had  for  some  time  assisted  William  in  managing  the  Fac- 
tory ;  he  had,  in  1860,  been  admitted  an  Attorney,  and,  about  the 
time  of  the  Deed  being  executed,  had  been  offered  a  partnership 
in  the  firm  of  Messrs.  Barrow  dk  Sen,  Attorneys  at  Calcutta. 
William  was  desirous  of  still  retaining  his  brother's  services,  and 
induced  him  to  give  up  the  offer  of  Messrs.  Barroiv  dt  Sen,  by  pro- 
posing to  make  over  to  him  one  quarter  of  the  Begum.  Serai 
Factory.  The  assent  of  James  to  WHliam's  proposal  formed 
the  real  consideration  for  the  assignment  made  to  him  on  the 
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16th  of  February :  no  money  consideration  whatever  was  paid  by       J.  0. 
James.  .      1868 

Mr.  Barrow,  by  his  evidence,  confirms  the  statement  of  this        j^ 
offer  of  partnership  having  been  made  by  him  to  James  in  July,     Stowart. 
1862,  and  of  James  declining  it  on  the  ground  of  ^  favourable 
arrangements  having  been  made  with  his  brother." 

It  does  not  appear  that  at  the  date  of  the  Deed  there  was  any 
charge  on.  the  Factory,  beyond  a  deposit  of  title  deeds  with  Messrs. 
Thomas  &  Co.,  the  agents  to  the  Factory,  for  the  current  outlay, 
and  a  balance  was  in  fact  then  due  to  the  Factory  on  this  account. 
The  Deed  was  registered  immediately  upon  its  execution ;  and 
within  a  day  or  two  afterwards  William  borrowed  of  Mr.  Satoh  the 
further  sum  of  Bs.14,000,  of  which  Es.6,000  seem  to  have  formed 
the  consideration  for  the  Appellant's  share  in  the  partnership, 
bought  for  him  by  William,  and  a  mortgage  was  executed,  the 
draft  of  which  is  produced,  by  which  WHliam  mortgaged  his 
twelve-anna,  or  three-quarter  share  only  in  the  Factory.  The  deed 
of  conveyance  of  tte  16th  of  February  did  not  take  any  notice  of 
the  equitable  Mortgage  to  Thomas  &  Co. ;  the  Mortgage  to  Hatch 
recites  its  existence. 

After  these  transactions,  WiUiam  purchased  another  considerable 
Factory,  and  took  shares  in  an  Indigo  Company,  whither  he  went 
to  reside:  but  Jam^es  continued  to  superintend  the  Begvm  Serai 
Factory,  It  is  not  shewn  that  William  was  embarrassed  till  ai'ter 
the  failure  of  the  Agra  Bank  in  June,  1866.  Thomas  &  Co.  also 
failed  about  that  time;  and  towards  the  end  of  the  same  year 
William  presented  his  Petition  in  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court. 

Jamss  in  the  meantime  had  continued  to  manage  the  Factory, 
and  to  draw  a  salary  of  Es.300  a  month ;  but  he  drew  no  sum  as 
profits,  nor  was  any  division  of  profits  made  till  after  the  insolvency 
of  WiUiam,  when  James  consigned  his  one-quarter  share  of  produce 
to  separate  Agents. 

On  the  25th  of  March,  1867,  the  Official  Assignee  under  the 
insolvency  of  WUliam  summoned  the  Appellant,  and  James  and 
Mr.  Hatch,  to  be  examined  before  the  Insolvent  Court  as  to  the 
Insolvents'  estate ;  and  on  the  13th  of  April,  1867,  they  and  the 
Insolvent  were  examined  before  Mr.  Justice  Phear,  and  specially 

interrogated  as  to  the  above  transaction. 
Vol.  it.  3  L 
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J,  0.  On  the  18th  of  April,  1867,  the  Appellant  was  served  with  the 

1868      4  rule  ni$i  of  the  High  Court  upon  which  the  Order  now  appealed 

}^        from  is  based,  which  was  obtained  on  the  motion  of  the  Advocate- 

Stbwart.     General.    The  rule  purported  to  be  drawn  up  upon  reading  the 

affidavit  of  Mr.  BaviSy  Chief  Clerk  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors'  Court, 

and  two  exhibits,  marked  "  A  "  and  "  B,"  and  the  examination  of 

William  MoUotf  Steioaai,  Mr.  Hatch,  and  the  Appellant,  and  the 

deed  of  conveyance  of  the  16th  of  January,  1 863. 

Mr.  Davis's  affidavit  merely  verified  the  proceedings  before  the 
Insolvent  Debtors'  Court  and  the  exhibits  "  A  "  and  "  B."  "  A  " 
appears  to  have  been  the  deed  of  conveyance  ;  "  B  "  the  Mortgage 
to  Mr.  Hatch. 

On  this  rule  having  been  served,  the  Appellant  appeared  and 
filed  affidavits  in  opposition  to  making  the  rule  absolute. 

The  affidavits  were — First:  An  affidavit  by  Mr.  McLeod^  an 
owner  of  Factories  in  the  Tirhoot  district,  which  deposed  to  his 
having  known  for  some  years  past  that  James  was  the  owner  of  a 
quarter  share  in  the  Factory,  and  to  his  having  always  believed 
that  it  had  been  given  to  him  by  his  brother  William;  second, 
an  affidavit  of  Mr.  Barrow  verifying  his  offer  of  a  share  in  his 
business  to  James  Stewart,  who  had  assigned,  as  a  reason  for  de- 
clining it,  that  he  had  an  ofier  of  a  favourable  arrangement  with 
his  brother ;  third,  fourth,  and  fifth,  affidavits  of  the  three  brothers. 
Certain  accounts  of  Thomas  &  Co.  were  produced  shewing  a 
balance  of  Ks.24,544  6.  2.  due  to  the  Factory  in  February,  1863, 
over  and  above  a  sum  exceeding  Es.2000  paid  to  W.  Molhy 
Stewards  credit  at  his  Bankers.  An  exhibit  was  also  produced, 
being  the  draft  of  the  Mortgage  to  Hatch,  originally  prepared  as 
a  Mortgage  by  the  two  brothers,  William  and  James,  of  the  whole 
Factory,  and  afterwards  altered  to  a  Mortgage  of  the  twelve-anna, 
or  three-quarter  share  of  WiUiam  only. 

The  Appellant  states  in  his  affidavit  that  the  form  in  which  the 
Deed  was  drawn  was  suggested  by  W.  MoHoy  Stuart,  who  alleged 
as  his  sole  motive  for  desiring  it  to  be  drawn  as  a  sale  for  a  money 
consideration,  his  wish  to  put  a  value  on  the  Factory,  the  same 
being  then  a  new  one.  The  Appellant  states  that  he  was  not 
aware  of  any  other  object ;  that  he  believed,  and  believes,  it  to  be 
a  fair  estimate ;  tliat  his  brother  William  was  not  indebted  beyond 
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R8.20,000,  and  had,  at  the  date  of  the  Deed,  property  of  a  vahie  J.  0. 
far  aboYe  the  amount  of  his  debts,  as  to  which  he  states  some  1868 
particulars.  He  states  the  immediate  registering  of  the  deed —  ^7« 
the  Mortgage  to  EcUoh — and  says  that,  in  preparing  and  attesting  Stewart. 
the  execution  of  the  Deed,  and  attesting  the  endorsed  receipt,  he 
had  no  fraudulent  or  dishonest  intention  of  any  kind  whatever, 
and  that  nothing,  either  directly  or  indirectly,  passed  between  him 
and  his  brother  WiUtam  to  lead  him  to  suppose  that  WiUiam  con- 
templated, and  he  does  not  believe  that  he  contemplated,  any 
fraud  directly  or  indirectly.  Janies,  in  his  affidavit,  says  that  he 
was  not  aware  of  the  form  of  the  Deed  till  after  its  execution.  In 
his  examination  before  the  Insolvent  Court  he  had  said  he  wrote  a 
letter  about  it,  and  that  he  thought  it  would  have  been  better  if 
the  consideration  had  appeared ;  that  letter  cannot  be  found.  In 
his  affidavit  he  denies  all  intention  of  fraud,  and  says  he  is  land 
fide  owner  of  the  property.  William  also,  in  his  affidavit,  denies 
all  fraud,  and  makes  a  statement  as  to  his  estate  which,  if  true, 
would  shew  him,  at  the  date  of  the  Deed,  to  have  possessed  con- 
siderable property,  and  both  agree  in  stating  the  real  consideration 
to  have  been  the  consent  of  James  to  give  up  the  offer  of  Mr. 
Barrow,  and  to  attend  to  the  management  of  the  Factory. 

No  evidence  whatever  was  given  impugning  the  statements  con- 
tained in  these  affidavits.  No  evidence  has  been  given  of  any 
person  having  been  defrauded  by  any  of  the  brothers,  nor  of  any 
improper  use  of  the  Deed  having  been  attempted.  Nor  does  the 
Assignee  in  Insolvency  make  any  complaint,  or  impugn  the  actual 
ownership  of  the  property,  to  the  extent  of  one-quarter,  by  James. 
The  Deed  was  registered.  McLeod  speaks  of  the  notoriety  of  the 
claim,  at  least  of  ownership,  by  Jamss  ;  and  Hatch  took  a  Mortgage 
of  three-fourths  on  the  footing  of  Jam£S  being  the  owner  of  the 
other  one-fourth  within  a  day  or  two  of  the  execution  of  the  Deed 
of  Conveyance. 

Under  these  circumstances  the  Chief  Justice  and  Mr.  Justice 
Phear  have  thought  that  the  Appellant  ought  to  be  struck  oflf  the 
Roll  of  Attorneys  and  Proctors  of  his  Court  The  Chief  Justice, 
in  the  reasons  which  he  assigned  for  this  conclusion,  states,  "  that 
the  insertion  of  the  recital  and  statement  admitted  to  be  false,  and 
known  by  all  parties  to  be  fidse,  and  which  might  be  uaed  for  the 
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J.  0.  purpose  of  misleading  others,  was  a  very  grave  oflfence  on  the  part 
1868  of  the  Attorney.  The  oflTence  is  greatly  aggravated  if  it  is  proved 
^J^^  that  the  recital  was  inserted  dishonestly,  or  in  order  that  it  might 
Btbwabt.  be  used  for  a  fraudulent  or  dishonest  purpose  if  necessity  should 
ever  arise."  And  at  a  later  part  of  his  reasons  the  Chief  Justice 
says,  "  I  do  not  believe  that  Mr.  Augtistus  Stewart  acted  honestly 
or  innocently  in  inserting  in  the  Deed  the  false  statements  which 
are  contained  in  it,  and  in  attesting  the  execution  of  the  Deed, 
when  he  knew  the  statements  were  false,  together  with  the  &l8e 
receipt  for  the  Bs.  32,000."  The  Chief  Justice  cites  also  sec- 
tion 423  of  the  Indian  Penal  Code,  which  punishes  with  fine  or 
imprisonment,  or  both,  any  one  "  who  dishonestly  or  fraudulently 
signs,  executes,  or  becomes  a  party  to  c^y  Deed  or  Instrument 
which  purports  to  transfer  or  charge  property,  and  which  contains 
any  false  statements  relating  to  the  consideration  for  such  transfer 
or  charge,  or  relating  to  the  person  for  whose  use  it  is  really 
intended  to  operate." 

Mr.  Justice  Phear  in  his  reasons  states  **that  the  intentional 
statement  of  a  falsehood  in  a  solemn  Deed  taken  by  itself  without 
explanation  must  be  considered  as  a  badge  of  fraud ;"  adding, 
**  that  it  is  of  course  possible  to  conceive  cases  in  which  the  act 
should  be  unconnected  with  any  fraudulent  intention,  but  that  if 
the  person  who  has  made  such  a  statement  relies  on  its  having 
been  done  innocently,  it  is  for  him  to  prove  it.  That  it  betokens 
fraud  until  the  contrary  is  shewn."  And  in  a  later  passage  he 
says,  "  that  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  Officer  of  the  Court  who  has 
done  such  acts  as  the  Appellant  admits  he  has  done,  to  shew  not 
merely  that  it  is  not  certain  after  all  that  the  act  was  not  an 
innocent  one  rather  than  a  fraui;  but  that  he  is  bound  to  go 
further,  and  shew  convincingly  that  he  was  in  fact  acting  inno- 
cently in  the  matter,  and  with  no  fraudulent  motive  or  motives  of 
misconduct."  The  learned  Judge  concludes  by  observing,  that 
the  High  Court  had  the  power,  if  they  thought  it  reasonable  to 
exercise  it  (even  though  such  a  cause  might  not,  according  to  the 
reports  of  cases  in  England,  have  seemed  as  yet  to  have  been 
judicially  recognised  by  the  Superior  Courts  of  Westminster  as  a 
cause  of  punishment),  to  remove  or  suspend  from  practice  an  Attor- 
ney of  the  Court. 
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Mr.  Justice  Norman  concurred  with  the  other  learned  Judges  in        J.  C. 
thinking  "  that  the  Appellant  had  been  guilty  of  a  very  great  and        ises 
serious  irregularity  and  impropriety,  which,  whatever  view  were        jn  re 
taken  of  the  motives  which  actuated  him,  would  justify  the  Court     Stbwabt. 
in  visiting  him  with  severe  penalties."    He  conceived,  however, 
that  on  a  question  of  striking  an  Attorney  off  the  EoU  "the 
dearest  distinction  exists  between  cases  where  an  Attorney  mis- 
conducts himself  for  £raudulent  purposes,  and  those  where  such 
misconduct  or  irregularity,  however  grave,  is  not  committed  with 
the  intent  of  defrauding  his  client  or  injuring  others."    He  further 
says,  "  I  should  require  the  fraud  or  the  crime  to  be  as  distinctly 
proved  against  him  as  if  he  stood  upon  his  trial  at  the  bar  of  a 
Criminal  Court  for  the  offence."    He  finally  came  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  false  statement  was,  in  fact,  not  made  with  intent  to 
injure  or  defraud  any  one,  and  with  still  more  confidence  that  on 
the  evidence  no  such  intent  had  been  proved ;  and  he  accordingly 
suggested  suspension  as  an  adequate  punishment. 

Their  Lordships  feel  bound,  on  the  consideration  of  the  whole 
evidence  before  them,  to  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Order 
complained  of  ought  to  be  discharged. 

They  are  of  opinion,  that  the  preparation  of  the  deed  of  convey- 
ance containing  an  untrue  statement  of  the  transaction,  and  the 
attesting  of  the  Deed,  and  of  a  receipt  for  consideration  money 
which  was  never  paid,  would  be  circumstances  of  great,  perhaps 
overpowering  weight,  as  evidence  of  guilty  connivance  against  a 
Solicitor,  cognizant  of  the  actual  facts,  in  the  event  of  such  a  deed, 
upon  or  soon  after  its  execution,  being  used  as  an  instrument  of 
fraud.  They  are  further  of  opinion  that  any  Solicitor  may  very 
properly  be  called  upon  by  the  Court  before  whom  such  a  Deed 
shall  have  been  produced,  to  explain  the  circumstances  attending 
its  preparation  and  execution.  But  if  this  explanation  be  given ; 
if  it  be  supported  by  evidence ;  if  no  counter-evidence  be  offered ; 
if  no  fraudulent  use  of  the  instrument  complained  of  has  ever  been 
made  or  attempted ;  and  no  person  has  complained  of  any  injury 
directly  or  indirectly  caused  by  it, — we  think  that,  however 
objectionable  the  practice  may  be  of  permitting,  for  any  reason 
whatever,  a  deliberate  misstatement  of  facts  upon  the  face  of  a 
Deed,  yet  such  practice,  unfortunately  by  no  means  unfrequent. 
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J.  C.       cannot  be  considered  sufficient  in  itself  to  warrant  the  striking  of 

1868        the  practitioner  off  the  Bolls. 

jn  j.^  Even  assuming  the  correctness  of  the  view  taken  by  Mr.  Justice 

Stewart,    pjiear  of  the  Solicitor's  duty,  namely,  that  of  shewing  convincingly 

the  absence  of  fraudulent  motive,  yet  when  a  fraudulent  motive 

has  not  been  alleged  by  any  complainant,  such  a  rule  can  scarcely 

be  applied  if  the  explanation  offered  be  not  simply  incredible. 

Deeds  are  constantly  prepared  which,  on  the  face  of  them,  deal 
with  the  parties  as  interested,  who  are,  in  effect,  only  trustees  for 
others ;  and  the  knowledge  of  such  a  practice  probably  influenced 
the  framers  of  the  Code  in  preparing  the  enactment  referred  to  by 
the  Chief  Justice ;  for  they  confined  its  penal  provisions  to  "  frau- 
dulent and  dishonest "  participation  in  such  an  instrument. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships,  on  the  evidence  in  the  present 
case,  that  James  was  intended  to  become,  and  did  become,  the  bond 
fide  owner  of  the  quarter  share.  Mr.  Barrow  confirms  the  state- 
ment as  to  the  circumstances  under  which  he  became  such  owner. 
Publicity  as  to  the  ownership  was  immediately  given,  there  was 
no  reason  for  representing  him  to  be  such  owner  with  a  view  to 
protect  William  against  his  creditors.  The  Deed  was  acted  upon 
at  the  time  of  the  mortgage  to  Hatch  as  if  WiUiam  had  parted 
with  a  one-quarter  share.  James  was  (as  is  stated  by  McLeod)  in 
possession  not  only  as  Manager,  but  as  the  recognised  owner  of  a 
share,  and  no  one  up  to  the  present  hour  disputes  the  validity  of 
that  ownership.  It  does  not  seem,  therefore,  that  any  suspicion 
in  such  a  state  of  circumstances  can  arise  to  displace  the  reality  of 
the  transfer  made. 

The  reasons  assigned  for  the  false  statements,  though  unsatis- 
factory, had  any  fraud  whatever  followed  upon  the  transaction,  are 
not  inconsistent  with  the  possibility  of  honest  motives.  Though 
James  gave  a  consideration  for  his  share  in  the  shape  of  ser- 
vices only,  yet  if  the  share  were  really  worth  Rs.32,000  (and  no 
evidence  to  the  contrary  was  offered),  it  exceeded  probably  the 
value  of  his  services,  and  his  Brother  might  be  desirous  to  mark 
the  fact  of  his  bounty.  Besides  this,  the  condition  requiring  James 
to  offer  his  share  to  his  Brother,  before  parting  with  it  to  a  stranger, 
would  afford  some  ground  for  stating  an  estimated  value.  It  is 
said  that  the  Deed  contained  no  covenant  by  James  to  continue  his 
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management,  but  if  the  property  were,  as  it  seems  to  have  been,  J.  0. 
flonrishing,  sneh  a  circumstance  alone  would  afford  an  adequate  1S6S 
motiye  for  his  continuing  as  owner,  and  the  condition  as  to  offering  j^  ^ 
the  share  to  his  Brother  would  prevent  an  immediate  sale.  Stewart. 

The  absence  of  any  mention  of  the  deposit  with  Thomas  &  Son 
to  secure  the  floating  debt  due  to  them  as  Agents  on  the  purchase 
deed,  as  contrasted  with  the  mention  of  it  in  the  Mortgage,  is  con- 
sistent with  honesty.  It  was  necessary  to  inform  the  Mortgagee 
of  all  charges,  but  it  was  not  necessary  to  inform  the  person  pur- 
chasing the  business  of  that  which  was  really  a  security  usual  in 
the  ordinary  course  of  business. 

The  fact  that  James  received  no  profits  whilst  he  had  a  monthly 
salary  as  Manager  seems  to  their  Lordships  to  throw  no  doubt  on 
the  transaction. 

Their  Lordships  are  not  aware  of  any  such  special  authority  as 
appears  to  be  referred  to  by  Mr.  Justice  Phear,  as  would  authorize 
the  striking  of  the  Appellant  off  the  Soils  of  the  High  Court, 
where  such  a  step  would  not  be  sanctioned  by  the  practice  of  the 
Conrts  in  England. 

They  desire*  expressly  to  state  that  they  do  not,  in  recommend- 
ing to  Her  Majesty  the  discharge  of  this  Order,  in  any  way  sanc- 
tion the  propriety  of  Deeds  being  prepared  which  on  the  face  of 
them  are  inconsistent  with  fact,  and  wish  simply  to  express  the 
opinion  that,  upon  the  evidence,  the  irregularity  was  wholly  un- 
connected with  any  intention  to  defraud,  and  did  not,  therefore, 
Qstify  the  penalty  inflicted. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  ClarJce^  Son,  &  Bawlins. 


Vou  II.  3  M 
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J.  C .♦      In  the  matter  of  the  petition  op  EDWABD 
1868          HUTCHINSON    POLLAED,  one    op   HER  .  , 
June  15.  H.      MAJESTY'S   COUNSEL  at  the  COLONY  f^'''^'^^'^   ' 
—  OF  HONG  KONG 

AND 

THE  CHIEF  JUSTICE  OF  THE  SUPREME  1  _ 
COURT  OF  HONG  KONG J  *'^™^*^- 

Contempt  of  Court  — Barrister  —  Fine — One  fine  far  several  offences —  Juris^ 
diction— Judicial  CommiUee^Staiute,  3  <fe  4  Wai.  4,  c  41,  «.  4. 

A  contempt  of  Court  being  a  criminal  offence,  no  person  can  be  punished 
for  such  unless  the  specific  offence  charged  against  him  be  distinctly  stated, 
and  an  opportunity  given  him  of  answering. 

A  Barrister  engaged  in  his  professional  duty  before  the  Supreme  Court  at 
Hong  Kong,  was,  without  notice  of  the  alleged  contempt,  or  rule  to  shew  cause, 
and  without  being  heard  in  defence,  by  an  Order  of  that  Court,  fined,  and 
adjudged  to  have  been  guilty  of  seyeral  contempts  of  Court  in  disrespectfully 
addressing  the  Chief  Justice  while  conducting  a  cause.  Such  Order,  upon  a 
reference  by  the  Crown  to  the  Judicial  Committee,  under  the  Statute^  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  41,  s.  4,  set  aside,  and  the  fine  ordered  to  be  remitted,  first,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Order  was  bad,  inasmuch  as  the  offences  chaiiged  were  not  of 
themselves  such  contempts  of  Court  as  legally  constituted  an  offence ;  and 
secondly,  that  even  if  they  had  been  so,  no  distinct  charge  of  the  several 
alleged  offences  was  stated,  and  no  opportunity  given  to  the  party  accused  of 
being  heard,  before  passing  sentence. 

1  HE  Appellant,  a  Barrister-at-law  and  a  Queen's  Counsel  at  Honff 
Konff,  complained  of  a  sentence  of  the  Chief  Justice  (Smale)  of 
that  Colony,  whereby  he  was  fined  and,  in  the  alternative,  ordered 
to  be  suspended  for  fourteen  days  for  an  alleged  contempt  of 
Court. 

It  appeared,  according  to  the  Appellant's  uncontradicted  state- 
ments contained  in  his  case,  that  on  the  27th  of  June,  1867,  he 
appeared  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  as  Counsel  for 
the  PlaintiflFs  in  the  case  of  Olyphant  &  Go.  v.  Lo(HXrHung,  Mr. 
Whyte  being  Counsel  for  the  Defendant.  The  action,  which 
was  one  for  breach  of  warranty,  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Justice 

•  Present : — Sib  William  Erle,  Lord  Justice  Wood,  Lord  Justicb  Sblwtn, 
Sib  James  William  Colvils,  and  Sir  Edward  Yaughan  Williams. 
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aud  a  jury.    The  Appellant  having  stated  the  Plaintiffs'  case  to       J.  0. 

the  jury  called  one  of  the  Plaintiffs,  Hiteheoek,  but  as,  in  answer  ises 
to  a  suggestion  from  his  Lordship,  the  Defendant's  Counsel  had,  ^^ 
while  expressing  a  willingness  if  possible  to  settle  the  case,  I*^i*abd. 
requested  to  be  allowed  to  hear  the  Plaintiffs'  witnesses  before 
deciding  on  a  settlement,  and  also  asked  the  Appellant  to  examine 
a  Chinese  witness,  the  Plaintiffs'  Comprador^  first,  as  he  had  been 
the  medium  of  communication  between  the  Plaintiffs'  and  Defen- 
dant, Hiteheoek,  by  consent,  stood  down,  and  the  Comprador  to 
the  Plaintiffs  was  put  into  the  box  and  examined  by  the  Appellant 
in  chief.  During  the  examination,  the  witness  having  one  small 
jar  and  three  tins,  each  containing  samples  of  sugar  before  him,  on 
the  table,  the  answers  given  by  him,  as  interpreted  by  Mr.  Rozario, 
the  Court  Interpreter,  appeared  so  inconsistent  and  incoherent  that 
it  seemed  evident  some  confusion  existed  in  the  mind  of  the  In- 
terpreter about  the  relation  of  these  four  samples  to  each  other, 
and  the  bulk  of  the  sugar,  the  subject  matter  of  the  action. 
Under  these  circumstances  the  Appellant  put  a  direct  question 
to  the  Comprador  as  to  one  of  the  samples  of  sugar,  in  order  to 
clear  up  the  confusion,  when  the  Chief  Justice  said,  "  You  should 
not  lead  (or  press)  him,  Mr.  Pollard  ;  he  is  your  own  witness." 
The  Appellant  replied,  in  a  deprecatory  manner,  "Yes,  my 
Lord,  but  he  is  not  my  own  Interpreter,"  upon  which  the  Chief 
Justice  said,  **  He  is  the  Court  Interpreter,  and,  therefore,  your 
Interpreter  as  well  as  for  the  other  party,"  or  words  to  a  like 
effect.  At  the  conclusion  of  the  examination-in-chief,  Mr.  Whyte 
proceeded  to  cross-examine  for  the  Defendant.  The  Appellant 
was  seated  at  the  Bar  Table  looking  at  an  authority  intended  to 
be  referred  to  for  the  Plaintiffs,  and  taking  notes,  when  necessary, 
of  the  cross-examination,  when  the  witness,  having  stated  that  one 
of  the  Coolies,  in  the  service  of  the  Plaintiffs  had  been  to  the 
Defendant's  place  about  the  sugar,  and  had  seen  it  put  into  the 
Boats,  Mr.  Whyte  asked  his  name,  and,  on  learning  it,  turned  round 
to  the  Appellant,  still  seated  in  the  next  chair  to  him,  and  said, 
'^  Pollard,  are  you  going  to  produce  this  man,  as  if  not,  I  can 
subpoena  him."  The  Appellant  jocularly  replied  to  Mr.  Whyte, 
"  I  can't  produce  him  as  if  he  were  a  piece  of  paper  or  a  Book,  but 

I  shall  not  call  him,  though  I  dare  say  he  is  at  the  Plaintiffs' 

3  M  2 
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• 
J.  c.       place "  (near  to  the  Court)  "  and  you  can  easily  send  for  him." 

1868  Mr.  Whyte  then  directed  the  managing  Clerk  of  the  Defendant's 
^^  Attorney  to  get  him  subpoenaed.  The  Chief  Justice  then  said, 
PoLLABD.  « ]jf  r^  Pollard,  do  I  understand  you  to  say  that  you  are  not  going 
to  produce  this  Coolie  ?"  and  the  Appellant  replied,  **  No,  my  Lord, 
I  do  not  want  him,  but  he  can  easily  be  sent  for  if  my  learned 
friend  wants  him.''  The  Chief  Justice  then  said,  '*  Do  you  mean 
to  say  you  are  not  going  to  call  the  Plaintiff's  own  Coolie,  but  will 
put  the  Defendant  to  the  expense  of  sending  a  subpoena  for  him  ?' 
and  on  the  Appellant  replying  "  Yes,  my  Lord,"  the  Chief  Justice 
said,  in  an  angry  manner,  "  Very  well,  then,  I  shall  take  very 
good  care  to  comment  on  it  when  I  charge  (or  address)  the  jury." 
The  Appellant  then  rose,  and,  addressing  the  Court,  said,  **My 
Lord,  I  am  the  Plaintiff's  Counsel,  and  have  the  sole  discretion  as 
to  what  witnesses  I  shall  call,  and  if  I  fail  my  Client  may  suffer ; 
but  it  is  solely  in  my  discretion,  and  I  decline  being  taught  my 
duty  by  any  one ;"  and  the  Chief  Justice,  in  a  most  passionate 
manner,  said,  "No  one  wants  to  teach  you  your  duty,  Sir ;  sit  down :" 
and  on  the  Appellant  attempting  to  speak,  he  said,  ^  Silence,  Sir," 
and  left  the  Court. 

The  Chief  Justice,  after  an  absence  of  a  few  moments,  returned, 
and  without  acknowledging  the  reverence  made  by  the  Bar  on  his 
re-appearance,  sat  down  and  said,  still  in  a  very  angry  and  excited 
manner,  "  Mr.  Pollard,  do  you  apologize  ?"  The  Appellant  rose 
and  said,  respectfully,  "  For  what,  my  Lord  ?"  and  on  the  Chief 
Justice  saying,  "  You  know  \\  hat  for,"  assured  His  Lordship  that 
he  did  not  know.  The  Chief  Justice  then  said,  "  You  taunted  me 
with  the  fact  that  a  Coolie  was  not  a  piece  of  paper,  as  if  I  did  not 
know  that,"  and  the  Appellant  then  respectfully  asked,  "  Is  it  for 
that  your  Lordship  wishes  ine  to  apologize  ?*  intending,  if  His  Lord- 
ship had  said  it  was,  to  have  explained  that  His  Lordship  was  in 
error  in  supposing  that  those  words  had  been  addressed  to  the 
Court,  as  they  had  been  said  jocularly  to  the  learned  Counsel  on  the 
other  side,  and  to  have  satisfied  his  Lordship  on  the  matter.  The 
Chief  Justice,  however,  said,  "  No,  that  is  not  all ;  you  know  very 
well  what  it  is."  The  Appellant  thereupon,  in  a  respectful  manner, 
addressed  the  Court  to  the  following  purport : — "  My  Lord,  I  have 
never  knowingly  been  disrespectful  to  the  Court  in  my  life,  and 
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am  utterly  unconscious  of  having  been  so  to-day,  and  would  be        J.  0. 
glad  to  know  what  your  Lordship  complains  of,  as  no  one  is  more        1S68 
ready  to  apologize  if  he  have  done  wrong  than  I  am."    The  Chief       j^ 
Justice  said,  "  You  would  not  have  dared  to  speak  to  any  other     ^<>[^»»- 
Judge  as  you  have  to  me ;"  and  the  Appellant  said,  "  I  have  done 
my  duty  for  a  number  of  years,  and  was  never  attacked  in  such  a 
way  before,  and  would  defend  myself,  if  similarly  attacked,  any- 
where,"    The  Chief  Justice  said,  "  You  do  your  duty,  and  I  will 
do  mine,"  to  which  the  Appellant  replied,  "  If  that  rule  be  fol- 
lowed, my  Lord,  it  will  be  much  better."    The  Chief  Justice  then 
ordered  the  Appellant,  who  vainly  attempted  to  address  the  Court 
several  times,  to  sit  down,  and  exclaiming,  **  Silence,  Sir,"  "  Sit 
down,  Sir,"  "Hold  your  tongue.   Sir,"  told  the  jury  he  would 
adjourn  the  Court  till  Saturday,  and  not  proceed  with  the  case 
until  (or  unless)  Mr.  FoUard  apologized.    The  Appellant  then  rose 
and  said,  '^My  Lord,  with  the  greatest  respect  I  submit  that 
though  your  Lordship  has  very  large  powers  to  deal  with  me  if  I 
have  done  wrong,  which  I  am  not  conscious  of,  it  is  not  competent 
to  the  Court  to  prejudice  the  Plaintiffs,  who  may  choose  to  appear 
by  another  Counsel,"  to  which  the  Chief  Justice  angrily  replied, 
"  I  don't  care,  I  will  not  proceed  with  the  case  unless  Mr.  PoUard 
apologizes,"  and,  telling  the  Eegistrar  to  adjourn  the  Court  sine  die, 
left  the  Court     On  the  proposition  of  the  Defendant's  Counsel  the 
record  was  withdrawn,  and  the  case  referred  to  arbitration. 

On  ihe  29th  of  June  the  Appellant  was  engaged  as  Counsel 
for  the  Plaintiffs  in  a  case  set  down  for  trial  before  the  Chief 
Justice  and  a  common  jury,  and  Mr.  Whyte  was  Counsel  for  the 
Defendant  in  this  case  also.  Before  coming  into  Court,  the  Begis- 
trar  came  into  the  robing-room  and  asked  the  Appellant  if  he 
was  going  to  apologize,  because,  if  not,  the  Chief  Justice  would, 
on  some  future  day,  give  his  decision.  The  Appellant  asked  if  he 
was  told  this  as  from  the  Judge,  and  the  Begistrar  said,  "  No  not 
as  from  the  Judge,  but  His  Lordship  told  me,  and  I  think  he  wishes 
you  to  know."  On  the  Chief  Justice  coming  into  Courts  His  Lord- 
ship asked  if  any  one  had  anything  to  say  to  the  Court,  and  after 
6ome  communication  to  His  Lordship  by  Mr.  Whtfte,  he  proceeded  to 
read  some  remarks  referring  to  the  Appellant,  though  not  addressed 
to  him.    The  Appellant  asked  to  be  allowed  to  speak,  which  the 
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J.  0.  Chief  Justice  refused  to  allow  him  to  do,  hut,  on  his  requesting  that 
1868  a  note  of  such  refusal  might  be  taken,  the  Chief  Justice  then  said, 
][^  "  Oh !  if  you  put  it  in  that  light  you  may  address  the  Court  if  you 
PoLLABP.  wigh^"  and  the  Appellant  then  said  he  had  never  sought  to  be 
aggressive,  and  had  always  respected  the  Bench,  as  he  was  bound 
to  do ;  but  as  he  had  been  accused  of  some  contempt  of  Court,  and 
did  not  know  what  it  was,  he  wished  it  to  be  stated  as  publicly  as 
possible  that  he  disavowed  ever  having  intentionally  insulted  the 
Court,  or  been  guilty  of  contempt,  and  was  utterly  unconscious 
what  it  was  that  he  was  accused  of,  but  was  perfectly  ready  to 
apologize  if  informed  of  what  he  had  done,  and  that  as  His  Lord- 
ship had  not  told  him,  if  any  Gentleman,  present  in  Court  on 
Thursday,  would  say  he  ought  to  apologize  he  would  do  so  un- 
hesitatingly, and  that  he  was  not  the  only  member  of  the  Bar  who 
had  been  present  on  that  occasion ;  adding,  that  he  also  had  his 
position,  as  a  member  of  the  Bar,  to  maintain,  for  his  own  sake  and 
that  of  the  profession.  The  Appellant,  as  he  was  uttering  the  con- 
cluding words  of  this  address,  was  sitting  down,  so  that  the  last 
word  or  two  were  spoken  while  no  longer  in  an  erect  position,  but 
before  he  had  actually  taken  his  seat,  when  he  was  told  by  the 
Judge  to  stand  up,  which  he  did,  saying  that  he  had  nothing  more 
to  say.  The  Chief  Justice  did  not  in  any  way  intimate  to  the 
Appellant  that  he  thought  his  manner  disrespectful,  or  that  he 
had  been  guilty  of  any  new  contempt  on  that  day,  but  on  the  con- 
trary, at  the  rising  of  the  Court,  late  in  the  day,  said,  "  I  shall 
give  my  decision  on  the  Thursday's  occurrence  on  Tuesday  instead 
of  Monday." 

The  Appellant  conducted  the  case  for  the  Plaintiffs,  which 
lasted  for  some  time,  and,  at  the  close  of  his  reply,  the  Chief 
Justice  called  the  Appellant  and  Mr.  Whyte  up  to  the  Bench,  and 
made  suggestions  which  resulted  in  the  Defendant  agreeing  to  a 
verdict  against  him  for  a  specific  sum. 

The  Appellant  appeared  in  Court  on  Tuesday,  the  2nd  of  July, 
1867,  and  on  his  Lordship  taking  his  seat  he  directed  the  Registrar 
to  call  on  the  Appellant  to  rise  while  the  Court  proceeded  to  address 
him.  The  Appellant  thereupon  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  to  proceed  at  that  time  and  in  that  manner  against  him  for 
any  contempt  alleged  to  have  been  committed  by  him  on  a  pre- 


VOL.  n.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  Ill 

yions  occasion.  The  Chief  Jnstice  then  again  ordered  the  Eegis*  J.  0. 
trar  to  call  upon  the  Appellant  to  stand,  while  the  Court  delivered  1868 
its  decision.  The  Appellant  repeatedly  requested  to  be  allowed  to  jn  ^ 
speak,  and  be  heard  in  defence  or  explanation,  but  was  refused,  ^ou^abix 
The  Chief  Justice  then  pronounced  the  following  judgment : — . 
"  Mr.  Pollard :  After  several  delays,  it  now  becomes  my  painful 
duty  to  deliver  the  decision  of  this  Court  on  your  conduct  on 
Thursday,  the  27th  of  June  last.  These  delays  have  been  inter- 
posed in  order  to  give  you  time  to  reflect  calmly  on  your  conduct, 
and  by  submission  and  apology  to  render  the  exercise  of  the  indis- 
putable authority  of  this  Court  to  puuish  for  contempts  towards  it 
unnecessary.  In  expressing  what  appears  to  be  my  duty  on  the 
present  occasion,  I  shall  in  substance  adopt  the  language  of  the 
Chief  Justice  Abbott,  of  Mr.  Justice  Bayley,  of  Mr.  Justice  Solroyd, 
and  of  Mr.  Justice  Bed,  preferring  to  use  language  frequently  since 
repeated,  always*  with  approbation,  to  any  less  forcible  words  of  my 
own  selection.  The  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Solroyd,  in  Bex  v. 
Davison,  is  (1) : — '  In  the  case  of  an  insult  to  himself;  it  is  not  on 
his  own  accoimt  that  he  commits,  for  that  is  a  consideration  which 
should  never  enter  his  mind.  But,  though  he  may  despise  the 
insult,  it  is  a  duty  which  he  owes  to  the  station  to  which  he 
belongs,  not  to  suffer  those  things  to  pass  which  will  make  him 
despicable  in  the  eyes  of  others.'  And  Mr.  Justice  Best  (2)  also 
says :  '  No  man  who  pretends  to  any  knowledge  of  the  law  can 
doubt  that  a  Judge  of  a  Court  of  Becord  has  authority  to  fine  or 
imprison  for  any  contempt,  committed  in  the  &ce  of  the  Courts 
From  the  earliest  period  of  our  history,  this  authority  has  been 
exercised.'  Every  man  who  comes  into  a  Court  of  Justice,  either 
as  a  party  or  Barrister,  must  know  that  decency  is  to  be  observed 
there,  that  respect  is  to  be  paid  to  the  Judge.  Of  the  power  of 
a  Judge  to  fine  for  contempt  I  have  not  the  least  doubt.  When 
a  case  is  conducted  by  Counsel  they  know  perfectly  well^  what 
the  rules  of  law  are,  and  they  have  that  regard  for  their  own 
character  which  generally  prevents  them  from  doing  anything 
which  may  break  in  upon  the  rules  of  decency  and  decorum. 
Chief  Justice  Abbott,  in  the  same  case  (3),  says : — *  If  I  thought 
that  the  decision  I  am  about  to  pronounce  could  have  the  effect  of 
(1)  4  K  &  Aid.  839.  (2)  Ibid.  340.  (3)  Ibid.  833. 
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J.  a       restraining  any  person  who  may  hereafter  stand  on  his  trial,  from 
1SS8       making  a  bold,  as  well  as  a  legitimate  course  of  defence,  I  would 
]^       pause  before  I  pronounced  that  decision.    The  question,  indeed,  is 
PoixABD.    1^  momentous  one.    It  is  absolutely  a  question,  whether  the  law  of 
the  land  shall,  or  shall  not,  continue  to  be  properly  administered. 
For  it  is  utterly  impossible  that  the  law  can  be  so  administered,  if 
those  who  are  charged  with  the  duty  of  administering  it,  have  not 
power  to  prevent  instances  of  indecorum  from  occurring  in  their 
own  presence.    That  power  has  been  vested  in  the  Judges,  not  for 
their  personal  protection,  but  for  that  of  the  public.    And  a  Judge 
will  depart  from  his  bounden  duty,  if  he  forbears  to  use  it  when 
occasions  arise  which  call  for  its  exercise.'     I  have  now  quoted 
enough  to  shew  that  this  Court  has  the  power  of  punishment  by 
fine  or  imprisonment,  and  in  the  case  of  a  Barrister,  as  the  learned 
Queen's  Counsel  has  drawn  a  distinction  between  an  Attorney  and 
a  Barrister,  I  would  refer  him  to  this  case.    Of  the  power  of  a  Judge 
to  fine  for  contempt  of  Court,  I  have  not  the  least  doubt    The  duty 
to  punish  contempts  of  Court,  and  the  right  of  the  Court  to  fine  and 
imprison  the  offender,  and,  in  the  rare  case  of  his  being  a  Barrister, 
to  suspend  him  from  practice,  being  proved  by  abundant  cases. 
It  is  more  satisfactory,  however,  that  I  should  go  into  a  detail 
as  well  as  I  can,  and  so  fieir  as  I  deem  necessary,  of  the  circum- 
stances as  they  occurred.    In  the  ease  of  Olyphant  dt  Co,  v.  Loo-Or 
Sung^  you  opened  the  case  for  the  Plaintiffs  as  a  breach  of 
warranty  to  ship  sugar  to  Shanghai  of  a  specified  quality.    Your 
first  Chinese  witness,  the  Comprador  of  the  Plaintiffs,  proved  the 
signature  by  the  Defendant  to  a  contract  in  English,  and  that  he 
had  translated  the  document  to  the  Defendant.     In  the  course 
of  that  examination  you  persistently,  though  more  than  once 
stopped  by  me,  put  leading  questions  to  the  Comprador.    And  I 
felt  that  under  his  Master's  eye — ^that  Master  sitting  close  to  you — 
and  with  your  peremptory  leading  questions,  one  sort  of  answers 
only  could  be  expected  from  him.    I  at  length  again  objected  to 
your  persisting  in  putting  such  leading  questions,  saying  to  you 
*  Why,  he  is  your  own  witness.'    Your  answer  to  me  was  infer- 
entially  insisting  that  you  had  been  right    *  The  Interpreter  is 
not'    This  answer  offended  propriety.    It  inferred  an  imputation 
on  the  Interpreter,  who  has  been  a  zealous  and  honest  Interpreter 
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for  some  seven  years,  and  it  ignored  the  rule  being,  as  it  always  J.  0. 
lias  been,  imperative  as  to  a  Chinese  as  well  as  to  an  English  1S68 
witness.  Your  answer  was  pointed  and  curt,  and  was  apparently  j„  „ 
made  to  raise,  and  only  to  raise,  a  laugh  against  me.  This  was  P<>Jj^w>- 
your  first  contempt  of  Courts  on  which  I  said  nothing  then.  The 
case  proceeded.  Mr.  JVhyte  asked  the  Comprador  of  your  Clients, 
in  cross-examination,  questions  to  shew  that  he  had  examined  the 
sugars  as  they  were  packed  by  direction  of  the  Plaintiffs  so  as  to 
shew  an  approval  by  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  sugars  before  they  were 
shipped.  So  far  as  it  went,  the  evidence  of  Plaintiffs*  Comprador 
tended  to  sustain  the  defence.  You,  with  unnecessary  vehemence, 
insisted  to  me  that  this  evidence  could  not  be  received.  I  decided 
to  receive  it,  and  your  demeanour  was,  to  say  the  least,  offensive 
and  disrespectful  in  consequence.  It  appeared  to  be  a  point  with 
the  Defendant  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiffs,  by  their  servants,  had 
approved  of  each  package  of  sugar  before  it  was  shipped,  and  it 
was  extracted  from  your  Clients'  Comprador  that  when  the  Com- 
prador was  absent  a  trusted  Coolie  of  the  Plaintiffs'  was  present. 
Mr.  WhytSy  for  Defendant,  asked  where  that  Coolie  was.  There- 
upon I  said  to  you  that,  as  he  was  a  servant  of  the  Plaintiffs,  you 
should  produce  him  in  Court : — Thereupon  you  turned  to  me,  and, 
looking  me  steadfastly  in  the  face,  you  said  with  a  scornful  expres- 
sion of  countenance,  our  eyes  meeting,  and  in  a  discoui-teous  and 
defiant  manner.  *  He  is  not  a  piece  of  paper  to  be  produced  in 
Court  Let  the  Defendant  subpoena  him  in  the  usual  way.'  On 
that  I,  considering  that  the  Defendant  was  a  Chinaman,  said  to 
this  effect,  *  Do  you  mean,  Mr.  Pollard,  to  put  them  to  the  expense 
and  difficulty  of  finding  and  subpoenaing  your  own  servant.'  Upon 
this  you,  with  vehemence  of  tone  and  manner,  said  to  me,  *  I  will 
put  only  those  witnesses  into  the  box  which  I,  as  Counsel  for  the 
Plaintiffs,  think  fit.  I  will  not  be  dictated  to  or  talked  down  by 
anyone  as  to  what  I  am  to  do.'  I  was  taken  aback,  and  said,  *  I 
was  not  dictating  to  you,  or  talking  you  down ;  you  will  do  your 
duty,  and  I  will  do  mine.'  I  meant,  as  you  must  have  known, 
indeed,  I  believe  I  added,  that  you  would  call  or  not  call  witnesses 
according  to  your  duty,  and  that  I,  in  directing  the  jury,  would  do 
mine  in  directing  them  to  make  the  proper  inferences  from  your 
keeping  back  such  a  witness.     What. you  said,  added  to  your  tone 
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J.  a  and  manner^  infeired  that  I  had  improperly  dictated  to  jou,  and 

1868  that  I  had  improperly  attempted  to  talk  yon  down.    This  was  your 

^[^  second  contempt  of  Conrt    Now,  there  at  least  shonld  have  been 

FoLLAB),  i^u  gQ^  \ji^i^  acting  on  yonr  all  bnt  nniversal  rule,  you  would,  and 

did,  reply  to  me,  and  you  said,  ^That  is  all  right  if  we  would  only 
stick  to  it,'  in  a  tone  and  with  a  manner  which  inferred,  and  must 
have  been  meant  to  infer,  that  I  would  not.    Now,  this  was  your 
third  contempt  of  Court    By  this  time  your  manner  towards  me 
appeared  to  me  to  be  violent,  and  your  general  bearing  was  such  as 
that  I  felt  the  cause  could  not  then  proceed  with  any  chance  of 
justice.    I  felt  that  the  Court  had  been  grievously  insulted.    I  felt 
it  to  be  my  duty  then  and  there,  either  to  have  conmiitted,  or  to 
have  imposed  a  fine  on  you,  but  at  the  same  time  I  feared  that 
anger  might  be  present  in  my  mind,  and  I  left  the  Bench  as  the 
least  evil  before  me,  and  to  avoid  what  from  experience  I  had 
too  much  reason  to  expect— a  continuance  of  insult    After  an  ab- 
sence which  I  now  wish  had  been  longer,  I  returned  to  the  Bench. 
On  my  return,  your  manner  was  contemptuous  towards  me.    Not 
noticing  that,  I  asked  whether  you  would  apologize.    Tour  curt 
notice  of  this  was,  *For  what,  my  Lord?    You  then  went  into 
wide  generalities,  that  if  you  had  offended  no  one  was  more  willing 
to  admit  it  and  apologize.    Ton  then  referred  to  my  having  asked 
you  if  you  would  produce  a  witness,  on  whidi  I  said  that  you  had 
tauntingly  told  the  Court  a  witness  was  not  a  piece  of  paper,  as  if 
I  did  not  know  a  witness  was  not  a  piece  of  paper.     Thereupon 
you  said,  admittingly  inferentially  that  you  had  said  so,  but  still 
in  a  defiant  manner,  *  Is  it  that  you  wish  me  to  apologize  for  ?'    I 
said,  'Yes,'  and  that  there  were  other  matters  requiring  an  apology, 
and  you  proceeded  to  address  me  in  a  manner  and  tone  as  offensive 
as  before,  from  which  I  felt  satisfied  your  only  object  was  to  get 
me  into  a  most  unseemly  wrangla    Not  choosing  to  trust  myself 
then  to  punish  the  contempt  as  I  felt  was  necessary,  and  feeling 
that  until  you  had  apologized,  or,  at  least,  in  the  then  state  of 
excitement  and  indecorum  into  which  the  proceedings  had  been 
thrown,  the  cause  could  not  properly  be  proceeded  with,  I  ad- 
journed the  Court  as  the  least  objectional  course.    You  then,  still 
persevering  in  your  defiant  tone,  protested  against  the  adjournment 
as  being  entirely  without  precedent    I  said  I  should  adjourn  the 


Pollard. 
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Court  till  Saturday  (the  Friday  being  a  holiday),  adding  '  as  we  J.  C. 
cannot  get  on  in  the  present  circumstances ;'  and  you  still,  as  if  1868 
you  had  not  caused  what  happened,  desired  me  to  take  a  note  of  jn  re 
your  objection.  You  then  said,  *  If  I  have  done  any  wrong,  there 
are  certain  steps  which  may  be  taken  by  the  Court,'  and  you 
requested  me  to  take  a  note  of  your  objection.  By  this  language 
you  adopted  deliberately  aU  you  had  preyiously  said,  and,  so  far 
from  apologizing,  courted  the  consequences  on  yourself  personally 
of  your  contempts.  I  replied,  there  were  such  steps,  but  that  I 
would  not  then  take  them,  it  being  my  duty  merely  to  decide  that 
you  were  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  this  Court  on  Thursday,  the  27th 
of  June  last.  It  is  thought  to  be  a  rare  case  to  suspend  a  Barrister 
from  practice,  but,  as  I  have  said,  there  are  many  such  cases.  I 
can  refer  you  to  a  case  in  which  then  and  there,  for  contempt  of 
Court,  a  Barrister  had  his  gown,  by  order  of  the  Court,  pulled  off 
his  back.  You  proceeded,  and  I  had  peremptorily  to  say,  *  Silence, 
Sir.'  I  said  you  would  not  dare  to  use  elsewhere  such  language 
as  you  had  used.  I  added,  the  Court  is  adjourned.  Still  you  per- 
sisted in  renewing  your  unseemly  language  to  the  Court,  addres- 
sing me  after  I  had  requested  you  to  be  silent^  and  after  I  had 
adjourned  the  Court.  One  of  your  observations  was,  *I  always 
answer  when  I  am  attacked,  and  not  without.'  Your  speaking  at 
all  was  an  indecorum :  what  you  said  was  a  contempt  in  imputing 
to  the  Court  that  it  had  attacked  vou,  which  was  the  converse  of 
what  had  occurred.  I  consider  this  your  fourth  contempt.  I  was 
thus,  by  what  you  sedd  after  the  Court  was  adjourned,  driven  to 
adjourn  the  case  so  far  indefinitely,  and  I  said  I  could  not  hear  it, 
you  being  Counsel,  till  you  should  have  apologized.  I  am  glad  to 
find  that  the  cause  out  of  which  the  above  occurrences  arose  has 
been  referred  to  arbitration,  because  I  feel  sure  that  the  arbitrators 
will  decide  according  to  the  right  of  the  case,  which  unfortunately 
this  Court,  being  tied  by  technical  rules  applicable  to  another  state 
of  society,  can  scarcely  do.  On  Saturday  another  case  came  on, 
in  which  you  again  appeared  as  Counsel.  I,  having  previously 
directed  the  Acting  Begistrar  to  communicate  with  you  my  inten- 
tion to  give  a  decision  unless  you  previously  apologized,  asked 
if  any  Gentleman  had  anything  to  say  in  reference  to  Thursday. 
You  were  present,  looking  very  indignantly  at  me,  but  said 
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J.  a  nothing.  I  then  shortly  referred  to  and  cited  the  leading  eases, 
1868  shewing  that,  ex  necessUaiey  I  was  bound  to  punish  an  insult  to  the 
^^  Courts  and  advised  consideration  of  those  cases  to  persons  in- 
PoLLABD.  terested  in  the  matter.  My  intention  was,  obviously,  to  give  you 
another  opportunity,  after  referring  to  the  law,  to  apologize.  I 
said  I  would  give  my  decision  on  Monday,  and  that  you  had  due 
notice.  Ton,  taking  the  matter  as  one  of  dry  notice,  said,  '  I  have 
received  no  notice.'  It  seemed  that  the  Acting  Begistrar  had  told 
you  I  should  give  my  decision,  but  he  omitted  to  say  on  Monday, 
as  I  had  intended  he  should.  The  spirit  in  which  the  objection, 
that  you  had  not  received  notice,  was  made,  satisfied  me  that  you 
did  not  understand  what  had  passed  in  its  true  bearings.  Having 
obtained  leave  to  address  me,  you  began  thus : — *  Merely  this,  my 
Lord,  I  don't  seek  to  be  aggressiva'  This  language,  under  the 
circumstances  of  your  being  before  me  as  charged  with  contempt, 
was  a  contempt,  and  I  designate  it  your  fifth  contempt  Tou  pro- 
ceeded, *  It  is  the  Bench  I  respect'  This  was  said  in  a  tone  which 
clearly  inferred,  and  was  meant  to  infer,  that  it  was  the  Bench  as 
distinguished  from  its  occupant  that  you,  a  Queen's  (Counsel,  had 
such  respect  for  as  you  professed  to  have.  This  was  a  contempt, 
according  to  the  highest  authority,  of  a  very  grave  character.  This 
was  your  sixth  contempt  Tou  then  proceeded  to  say  that  you 
had  done  nothing  which  could  be  properly  called  an  insult  You 
then  sat  down  and  continued  to  address  me,  sitting  on,  and  I  had 
to  request  you  to  stand  whilst  you  addressed  the  Court.  Tou  then 
said  that  was  all  you  had  to  say.  I  give  you  credit  for  having 
uniformly  insisted,  as  you  did  in  your  defence,  that  you  have  said 
and  done  nothing  which  can  properly  be  called  an  insult  to  the 
Court.  I  have  no  desire  to  conceal  the  fact,  that  the  difficulty 
you  have  imposed  on  me  has  very  deeply  pained  me  ever  since 
Thursday  last,  and  that  it  will  continue  greatly  to  pain  me,  pro- 
bably more  than  it  will  pain  you,  not  because  I  am  anxious  as  to 
my  own  personal  position  other  than  as  it  is  important  to  sustain 
the  judicial  status  in  this  Colony,  but  because  I  respect  your  legal 
learning,  and  because  our  own  forensic  contests  have  left  on  my 
mind  pleasant  remembrances  of  kindly  feelings  towards  you,  which 
even  present  circumstances  cannot  change,  and  because  you  have 
many  qualiti^  which  deservedly  make  you  popular.    If,  in  duty 
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to  my  office^  I  could  have  overlooked  your  condact,  I  would  have        J.  0. 
done  so,  but  to  mark  my  sense  of  your  conduct  is,  in  the  words  of       18G8 
Mr.  Justice  Holroyd  in  Bea  v.  Davison  (I),  a  duty  which  I  owe  to        /„  r» 
the  station  to  which  I  belong.    You  say  you  have  never  insulted     P<>J^|*^» 
the  Court.    Whether  you  are  justified  in  distinguishing  the  Court 
and  its  successive  occupants  in  that  language,  I  leave  for  you  to 
consider  at  leisure;  you  have  insulted  me,  and  in  insulting  me 
you  have  insulted  the  Court.    I  may  add  that  the  more  humble 
is  the  occupant  of  the  Bench  for  the  time,  the  less  learned  and 
competent  he  may  be  for  his  office,  the  more  important  is  it  to 
surround  him  with  those  forms  of  respect  which  have  been  devised 
to  support  authority  against  those  who  would  usurp,  subvert,  or 
destroy  it.    I  now  proceed  to  pronounce  my  decision  as,  ex  neces- 
titaie  rei,  the  only  judge  of  fact  and  law,    I  pronounce  you  guilty 
of  grave  contempts,  and  as,  from  equal  necessity,  this  is  the  only 
Tribunal  that  can  award  the  punishment,  I  now  fine  you  in  the 
sum  of  |200,  and,  further,  I  suspend  you  from  practising  before 
this  Court  as  a  Barrister  and  Advocate  for  a  period  of  fourteen 
days,  or  until  the  fine  shall  be  sooner  paid.     I  have  purposely 
fixed  the  fine  and  penalty  at  the  lowest  point  possible  compatible 
with  its  being  an  expression  of  my  opinion  of  your  conduct.    Some 
persons  may  think  that  you  have  only  shewn  the  just  independ- 
ence of  the  Bar  in  your  habitual  demeanour  and  language  towards 
the  Bench.     I,  however,  think  I  have  seen  in  it  impediments  to 
a  Judge  in  the  due  administration  of  justice ;  sometimes,  indeed, 
as  I  am  inclined  to  think,  to  the  undue  advantage  of  Clients.     The 
penalty  I  impose  is,  indeed,  small,  but  the  effect  of  the  decision  is 
more  serious," 

The  Appellant  remained  suspended  from  pittctice  under  the  sen- 
tence for  several  days,  but  ultimately  paid  the  fine,  under  protest. 

The  Appellant,  aggrieved  by  this  sentence,  forwarded  to  His 
Excellency,  the  Governor  of  Honff  Kong,  a  petition  to  Her  Majesty, 
setting  forth  the  facts  hereinbefore  stated,  and  praying  that  the 
matter  of  the  petition,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  Chief  Justice, 
on  the  27th  and  29th  of  June,  and  the  2nd  of  July,  might  be  in- 
vestigated and  inquired  into,  and  that  the  sentence  might  be 
wholly  rescinded,  reversed,  and  expunged  from  the  nunutes  of  the 

(1)  4  B.  &  Aid.  339. 
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J.  a       Court    The  Appellant  supported  the  aboye  facts,  which  were  set 

1868       forth  in  his  petition,  by  his  own  affidayit,  and  the  afSdavits  of 

^^       Mr.  Whyte,  the  Counsel  engaged  in  the  case  of  Oltfphant  dt  Co.  y. 

PoLLABD.     Loo-ct-Hunffy  and  of  all  the  jurors  in  that  case,  also  of  Mr.  Blakeman 

and  Mr.  Bain,  both  present  in  Court  on  the  occasion  of  the  alleged 

contempts  of  Courts  which,  in  substance,  sustained  the  case  as 

alleged  by  the  Appellant.    Copies  of  the  petition,  and  the  affidavits 

in  support  of  it,  were  transmitted  by  His  Excellency,  the  Goyemor, 

to  the  Chief  Justice  for  his  information.     In  consequence  of  an 

objection  taken  by  the  Chief  Justice  to  the  affidavits  being  made 

upon  oath,  they  were  afterwards  made  in  the  form  of  declarations 

under  the  5  &  6  Will  4,  c  62. 

The  petition,  together  with  the  evidence  in  support  of  it,  was 
forwarded  by  the  Governor  to  Her  Majesty,  who  referred  the 
matter  to  the  Judicial  Committee  for  their  opinion.  The  Appel- 
lant prayed  that  the  proceedings  of  the  Chief  Justice,  on  the  27th 
and  29th  of  June,  and  the  2nd  of  July,  1867,  respectively,  might 
be  investigated,  and  rescinded,  reversed,  and  expunged  from  the 
minutes  of  the  Supreme  Court. 
No  ease  was  lodged  or  evidence  entered  into  by  the  Chief  Justice. 

Mr.  Watkin  WiUiams  (Mr.  Coleridge^  Q.C.,  with  him)  for  the 
Appellant : — 

It  is  not  disputed  that  a  Court  of  llecord  in  the  Colonies  has 
power  to  fine  and  imprison  for  contempt  of  Court,  but  such 
power  must  be  properly  exercised,  not,  as  was  done  in  this  case, 
arbitrarily  and  capriciously.  Here  the  sentence  complained  of  was 
oppressive  and  illegal.  Upon  the  face  of  the  judgment  itself,  the 
Appellant  was  not  guilty  of  any  contempt  of  Court.  It  is  settled 
law  that  where  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction  imposes  a  fine, 
no  appeal  lies  in  respect  of  such  fine :  Bainy  v.  The  Justices  of 
Sierra  Leone  (\);  but  to  prevent  the  denial  of  justice,  the  Crown 
has  referred  the  matter  of  the  Appellant's  petition  to  this  Tribunal 
under  the  Statute,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  41,  s.  4,  and  it  is  competent 
for  your  Lordships,  under  that  reference,  to  examine  into  the 
merits:  Bainy  v.  Injustices  of  Sierra  Leone  (1),  and  for  us  to 
prove  by  affidavits  that  no  such  contempt  as  was  assumed  by  the 

(1)  8  Moore's  P.  0.  Gases,  47. 
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Chief  Justice  took  place :  Smith  v.  The  Justices  of  Sierra  Leone  (1).  J.  a 
That  course  was  adopted  in  Be  Pater  (2)  ;  there  a  Barrister  was  1868 
fined  by  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  for  contempt,  and  the  iJT^ 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  which  has  a  general  superintendence  ^^^j^^- 
over  Courts  of  inferior  jurisdiction,  on  a  writ  of  certiorari,  in- 
yestigated  the  merits,  as  to  the  reasonable  grounds,  of  the  con- 
tempt. Here  the  declarations  in  evidence  condusiyely  establish 
that  no  contempt  was  committed  or  intended  to  the  Chief  Justice 
or  the  Court.  The  case  of  Bex  v.  Davison  (3),  relied  on  by  the 
Chief  Justice,  has  no  application  to  the  case.  It  related  to  the 
power  of  a  Judge  at  Nisi  Prius  to  fine  for  a  contempt.  Both  the 
proceedings  as  well  as  the  sentence  here  were  irregular,  and,  there- 
fore, Toid.  The  Appellant  had  no  notice  of  the  ofience  with  which 
he  was  charged,  neither  was  he  heard  in  defence  before  sentence 
was  pronounced.  He  had  a  right  to  know  what  offence  he  had 
committed,  and  notice,  and  a  rule  to  shew  cause,  ought  to  have 
been  served  on  him  before  any  sentence  of  suspension  could  be 
pronounced  against  him.  No  such  course  was  pursued  here.  The 
Chief  Justice  entirely  overlooked  the  maxim,  **  Avdi  alteram 
partem,^'  so  universally  recognised — Bagg^s  Case  (4) — and  refused 
to  hear  the  Appellant  in  explanation  or  defence.  In  Gafd  v. 
Ghm  (5),  it  was  held  by  the  Exchequer  Court,  that  where  a  Bishop 
issued  a  commission,  upon  a  requisition,  under  a  Statute,  on  which 
the  whole  of  the  proceedings  were  founded,  such  proceedings  were 
in  the  nature  of  a  judgment,  and  void  if  the  party  had  no  oppor- 
tunity of  being  heard.  So  in  Beg.  v.  The  Arehbishop  of  Canter- 
bury (6),  where  the  Archbishop  confirmed  a  revocation  by  the 
Bishop  of  the  Diocese  of  a  license  of  a  curate,  without  hearing 
the  party  or  his  Counsel,  a  Mandamus  issued  to  him  to  hear  the 
case  on  its  merits.  Again,  it  was  not  competent  for  the  Court  to 
punish  the  Appellant  for  an  alleged  contempt  of  Court  committed 
on  days  anterior  to  that  on  which  the  judgment  was  pronounced, 
and  after  having  heard  the  Appellant  as  Counsel  in  Court  in  the 
meantime. 

(1)  7  Moore's  P.  C.  Oases,  174.  (4)  11  Co.  Rep.  99  c;  and  aeeBex  t. 

(2)  5  B.  &  S.  299.  Benn,  6  T.  R.  198. 

(3)  4  B.  &  Aid.  329.  (5)  2  0.  &  J.  558. 

(6)  1  E.  &  B.  545. 
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J.  0.  Mr.  JameSf  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hvlme,    appeared  for  the  Chief 

1808       Justice : — 

In  re  The  Chief  Justice  has  not  deemed  it  consistent  with  his  duty  to 

bring  forward  evidence  in  reply  to  the  affidavits  of  the  Appellant, 
or  to  appear  as  a  litigant  in  the  matter.  Without  contesting  the 
case  brought  forward,  we  submit  that  the  tone  of  the  affidavits 
filed  by  the  Appellant  is  not  respectful  to  the  Chief  Justice  or  the 
Supreme  Court. 

At  the  close  of  the  argument,  their  Lordships  intimated  that 
they  would  certify  their  opinion  to  Her  Majesty  upon  the  matter. 

No  judgment  was  given,  but  the  following  report  was  made 
by  their  Lordships,  and  confirmed  by  Her  Majesty's  Order  in 
Council,  dated  the  19th  of  June,  1868:— "The  Lords  of  the 
Committee,  in  obedience  to  your  Majesty's  Order  of  Beferenoe, 
have  taken  this  petition  into  consideration,  and  having  heard 
Counsel  on  behalf  of  Ediuard  EvichiruStm  PoUard^  and  having 
likewise  been  attended  by  Counsel  on  behalf  of  His  Honour 
the  Chief  Justice  of  Hotiff  Kong,  their  Lordships  do  agree  humbly 
to  report  to  your  Majesty  that,  in  their  judgment  no  person 
should  be  punished  for  contempt  of  Court,  which  is  a  criminal 
offence,  unless  the  specific  offence  charged  against  him  be  dis- 
tinctly stated,  and  an  opportunity  of  answering  it  given  to  him, 
and  that  in  the  present  case  their  Lordships  are  not  satisfied 
that  a  distinct  charge  of  the  offence  was  stated,  with  an  offer  to 
hear  the  answer  thereto,  before  sentence  was  passed :  their  Lord- 
ships further  report  to  your  Majesty  that,  on  the  proceedings  before 
them,  it  appears  that  Mr.  Pollard  has  received  one  sentence  as  for 
six  several  offences,  and  that  in  the  statement  of  those  allied 
offences  in  the  judgment  pronounced  by  the  Chief  Justice,  their 
Lordships  are  not  satisfied  that  each  of  the  six  amounted  to  a 
contempt  of  Court,  or  was  legally  an  offence:  for  these  reasons 
their  Lordships  humbly  recommend  to  your  Majesty  that  your 
Majesty  should  be  graciously  pleased  to  remit  the  fine  of  200 
dollars  which  was  imposed  on  Edward  Hutchinson  Pollard  by  the 
Order  of  the  2nd  of  July,  1867."  Her  Majesty,  having  taken  this 
report  into  consideration,  was  pleased,  by  and  with  the  advice  of 
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Her  Privy  Council^  to  approve  thereof,  and  of  what  was  therein        J.  c. 
recommended,  and  to  order,  that  the  fine  of  200  dollars,  which        1S68 
wag  imposed  on  Edward  Hutchinson  Pollard  by  the  Order  of  the       ^7e 
2nd  of  Jnly,  1867,  be  remitted.  Whereof  the  Governor,  Lieutenant-     l*ou^. 
Governor,  or  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  Colony  of  Honff  Kong  for 
the  time  being,  and  all  other  persons  whom  it  may  concern,  were 
to  take  notice,  and  govern  themselves  accordingly. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Freshfidds. 


THE  NATAL  LAND  AND  COLONIZATION  |  ,  ^'  ^'* 

COMPANY j  Appellants;        j^es 

AND  '•'^  2. 

CHAELES  HENRY  GOOD  and  JOHN  CECIL  |  „ 
BOWES [Respondents. 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  SUPBEME  COURT  OF  THE  COLONY  OP 

NATAL. 

Natal  —  jSomon^DuM  Law — Frauduieni  Furcfuue — FegUtration — Notice — 
Mcrtgage  — Fortdoturt  — Priority  — Interdict  — Judgment — Evidence  — Bes 
inter  alios  acta. 

By  the  law  preyuling  in  Nataly  the  registered  title  of  an  innocent  purchaser 
clothed  with  the  legal  estate,  preyailB  over  the  title  of  a  Claimant  of  a  mere 
equitable  estate,  although  such  equitable  estate  may  be  of  priority  of  time. 

A.  purchased  from  B.  lands  in  the  Colony  of  Natal^  and  registered  the 
same.  A.  afterwards  mortgaged  the  lands  to  C,  and  deHyered  to  him  the 
groue,  or  copy,  of  his  r^stered  title  deed.  This  mortgage  was  also  registered. 
Default  having  been  made  in  payment  of  the  principal  and  interest  of  the 
'  mortgage  money,  C,  brought  a  suit  in  the  nature  of  a  foreclosure  suit,  and 
obtained  a  provisional  sentence,  by  which  the  same  was  declared  executable 
in  satisfaction  of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  the  lands  attached  for  the  amount 
due  upon  the  mortgage.  Before  any  sale  took  place  under  such  attachment, 
D.  d:  K  obtained  an  interdict  from  the  Supreme  Court  against  the  transfer,  on 
the  allegation  that  previously  to  the  sale  to^.,  B,  had  sold  the  lands  to  them, 
and  that  A.  had  notice  of  such  previous  sale.  2>.  <fe  E,  afterwards  instituted 
a  suit  against  A.  (without  making  C,  the  mortgagee,  a  party).  The  object  of 
the  suit  was  to  set  aside  the  original  sale  from  B.  on  the  ground  that  the  sale 


•  Present : — ^Lobd  Bomillt,  The  Lord  Chixf  Babok  (Sib  Pttz-Boy  Eellt), 
Sm  James  William  GoLviLEy  and  Sir  Edwabd  Yauohan  Wiujams. 
Vol.  U.  3  N 
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J.  CL  an<i  regiiBtraticNi  was  a  frandulent  trtnsactioii  between  A.  and  B^  and  2>.  and 

1S68  ^'  obtained  a  judgment,  whereby  the  Supreme  Court  adjudged  the  transfer 

wy^  to  ^.  to  be  cancelled  and  aet  aside.    In  consequence  of  the  interdict  restrain- 

Ths  ing  the  sale,  C,  institated  a  suit  against  2>.  A  E,  and  ^  to  set  aside  the  inter- 

^'^^^"^'         diet  and  enforce  the  provisional  sentence  obtained  by  him.    In  this  suit  the 

CoMFAKT  only  evidenoB  of  the  alleged  fraud  between  A.  and  B,  was  the  judgment  in 

^*  the  suit  by  D.  <fe  ^.  against  A,    The  Supreme  Court  at  Natal,  acting  upon 

'  that  judgment,  decreed  in  favour  of  D.  A  E,    Upon  appeal,  such  judgment 

revened  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  in  the 
suit  by  D,  &  E,  against  A,  was  not  admissible  in  evidence^  being,  so  far  as 
respected  C,  res  inter  alum  acta,  and  binding  only  on  the  parties  to  that  suit ; 
and  that,  in  the  absence  of  any  evidence  of  fraud  in  the  original  transfer 
between  A.  and  B^  the  interdict  obtained  by  D.  A  E.  could  not  be  sustained. 

IN  this  case  the  appeal  was  brought  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  of  the  Colony  of  Natal,  given  in  favour  of  the 
Bespondents  in  a  suit  brought  by  the  Appellants  against  the 
Bespondents  and  Miehad  A.  A.  P.  Orawly. 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  were  as  follows : — 

In  October^  1856,  a  Farm,  containing  about  8200  actes,  situated 
in  the  County  of  Klip  Miver  Biririd,  in  the  Colony  of  Naicd,  called 
Mabwaa/rCs  Kop,  was  granted  by  the  acting  Lieutenant-Grovemor 
of  the  District  of  Natal  to  one  l^pies.  He  afterwards  sold  the 
Farm  to  Orowly,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  £75^  and  by  a 
Deed  of  transfer,  r^;istered  at  the  office  of  the  Begistrar  of  Deeds 
at  Pietermaritzburff,  in  the  Colony  of  Natal,  on  the  22nd  of  October, 
1863,  Spies  ceded  and  transferred  the  Farm  to  OrauUff  in  fee. 

OrauHy,  by  a  mortgage  deed,  dated  the  24th  of  October^  1863, 
and  registered,  mortgaged  the  &rm  to  the  Appellants  for  securing, 
with  interest^  the  sum  of  £800  lent  by  them  to  him  on  the  security 
of  the  Farm.  The  Bespondents'  case  was  that^  prior  to  the  sale 
■and  transfer  of  the  Farm  to  Orowly,  Spies  had  sold  the  same  to 
them,  and  that  they  had  possession.  No  transfer  of  such  Farm  to 
the  Bespondents  was  ever  executed,  but  the  Bespondents  alleged 
that  Crotdy  had  notice  of  the  Bespondents'  equitable  title  at  the 
time  the  Farm  was  transferred  to  him  by  Spies,  and  he  was  re- 
gisteoed  aa  the  legal  owner. 

On  tiie  4th  of  May,  1864,  the  Bespondents  obtained  an  order 
of  the  Supreme  Court  interdicting  the  transfer  of  the  Farm,  and 
they  afterwards  brought  an,  action  against  Orovdy,  without  citing 
or  making  the  Appellants,  as  such  mcurtgagees,  parties  thereto. 
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whereby  the  Defendant  Otvuiy  was  called  on  to  shew  cause,  j.  c. 
amongst  other  things,  why  he  should  not  be  condemned  to  render  1868 
to  the  Bespondents  the  legal  title  to  and  transfer  of  the  Farm,  ^^ 
and  cancel  the  Deed  of  transfer  by  which  the  Farm  was  ceded  ^^^^p  Ijakd, 
and  transferred  to  him  by  SpieSf  or,  in  default,  why  such  Deed  of  CoMpLnr 
truufer  should  not»  by  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  be  declared  good. 
null  and  Toid.  — 

The  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and,  after  two  trials,  the  Supreme 
Court  gare  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Bespondents,  and  thereby 
adjudged  the  transfer  of  the  Farm  to  Orowly  to  be  cancelled  and 
set  aside  on  the  ground  of  fraud. 

Notice  of  the  order  of  the  Court  of  the  4th  of  May,  1864,  inter- 
dicting the  transfer  of  the  Farm,  was,  it  appeared,  for  the  first  time 
giren  to  the  Appellants  in  a  letter  addressed  to  their  Manager 
by  the  Bespondents'  Attorney  on  the  22nd  of  March,  1865.  The 
Appellants  had,  on  the  1st  of  February,  1865,  attached  the  Farm 
in  satisfisuition  of  a  provisional  sentence  of  the  Supreme  Court 
granted  on  the  24th  of  January,  1865,  in  their  favour,  by  which 
sentence  the  Farm  was  declared  by  the  Court  to  be  executable  in 
satisfiEM^tion  of  the  sum  which  the  Appellants  thereby  recovered 
provisionally  against  Crowly,  being  the  amount  then  due  to  the 
Appellants  for  principal  and  interest  on  the  above  mortgage. 

The  Appellants  being  unable  to  sell  the  Farm  in  consequence  of 
the  interdict,  instituted,  in  October,  1865,  the  present  suit  against 
the  Bespondents  and  Craidy,  by  summoning  them  to  shew  cause 
why  final  judgment  should  not  be  recorded  in  the  suit  in  which 
the  above-mentioned  provisional  sentence  was  obtained  of  the  24th 
of  January,  1865,  against  Orotdy  for  the  sum  due  on  the  mortgage, 
and  why  the  interdict  obtained  by  the  Bespondents  should  not  be 
removed  and  set  aside,  the  Farm  sold,  and  sentence  of  perpetual 
condemnation  to  silence  pronounced  against  the  Bespondents. 
The  declaration  contained  averments  of  the  principal  facts  above 
mentioned. 

The  Besp<mdent8  pleaded  to  this  declaration ;  and  by  their  special 
plea  admitted  the  loan  from  the  Appellants  to  Crowly ;  the  exe- 
cution of  the  mortgage  deed ;  the  provisional .  sentence,  and  the 
iaeme  of  the  attachment  for  attaching  the  Farm,  as  well  as  the 

interdict^  but  alleged  that  they  were  the  legal  and  rightful  owners 

8  N  2 
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J.  a        of  the  Farm,  and  that  "they  were  taking  proceedings  to  obtain 

1868       legal  title  and  possession  thereof,  to  which  they  alleged  that 

5^        Crowly  had  fraudulently  procured  the  registration  in  his  name. 

^ATAi.  Laot),     r£Y^Q  Appellants  replied,  inter  aUa^  that  they  had  no  knowledge 

CkntPAHT    before  or  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  executed  and  passed  before 

Good.      the  Begistrar  of  Deeds  of  the  Colony,  that  Orowly  had  fraudulently 

procured  the  r^stration  of  the  Farm  in  his  name. 

The  Bespondents,  by  their  rejoinder,  denied  all  the  matters  con- 
tained in  the  replication,  and  joined  issue  with  the  Appellants. 
Crowly  confessed  judgment  in  this  action,  and  such  confession  of 
judgment  was  entered  of  record. 

The  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  the  25th  of  January,  1866, 
before  the  Chief  Justice  Harding ^  and  the  acting  first  and  second 
Puisne  Judges. 

The  evidence  adduced  on  behalf  of  the  Appellants  consisted  of 
the  testimony  of  Carl  BehrenSj  the  General  Manager  of  the 
Appellants'  Company.  He  proved  the  application  for  the  loan  by 
Crowly,  and  the  lending  of  the  sum  by  the  Appellants  on  the 
mortgage  of  the  Farm,  and  stated  he  knew  of  no  irregularity  of 
the  sale  from  Spies  to  Crowly.  Upon  the  cross-examination  of 
this  witness,  it  appeared  that  when  the  {deeds  of  transfer  came  to 
his  hands,  and  he  sent  them  to  his  Solicitor  to  prepare  the  mort- 
gage deed,  he  probably  saw  that  the  sum  of  £75  was  the  purchase 
price  given  by  Crowly  for  the  Farm,  but  that  the  witness  did  not 
know  it  before  then.  It  also  appeared  from  his  evidence  that  one 
WirHnff,  who,  acting  under  a  power  of  Attorney  granted  to  him  by 
Spies,  had  transferred  as  such  Attorney  the  Farm  to  Crowly,  was  the 
agent  in  PietermarUzburff  of  the  Appellants'  Company  when  the 
loan  was  advanced ;  and  it  further  appeared  that  Etiffene  B.  Crowly, 
a  brother  of  Michael  A.  A.  P.  Crotdy,  was  an  Accountant  in  the 
office  of  the  Appellants,  but  that  he  never  informed  Behrens,  nor 
any  of  the  Directors  of  the  Appellants'  Company,  to  the  knowledge 
of  that  witness,  of  any  dispute  with  regard  to  the  title  to  the  Farm. 
These  circumstances  were  relied  on  by  the  majority  of  the  Judges  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  as  shewing  that^  although  the  Appellants  had 
not  actual  notice  of  any  fraud,  they  had  knowledge  enough  of  the 
transaction  to  have  made  it  incumbent  on  them  to  have  instituted 
inquiries  before  ^they  advanced  their  money.     The  Bespondeniff 
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put  in  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  cancelling  the  deed       J.  a 
of  transfer  from  Sjpies  to  Crotoly  in  the  suit  by  the  Bespondents        1868 
against  Crawly,    The  reception  of  this  as  eyidence  affecting  the        xhs 
Appellants  was  objected  to  at  the  trial,  but  the  objection  was  Nat^Lasi^ 
over-ruled.    The  Court  took  time  to  consider  their  judgment^  and     Compaht 
on  the  31st  of  March,  1866,  pronounced  their  decision.    The  Chief      Oooa 
Justice  and  Mr.  Justice  MeHer  were  of  opinion  that  judgment 
should  be  for  the  Bespondents,  Mr.  Justice  Phillips,  the  acting 
!First  Puisne  Judge,  dissented. 

The  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice,  on  behalf  of  himself  and 
Mr.  Justice  MeBer,  was  as  follows : — *'  In  this  action  the  Plaintiffs 
obtained  a  provisional  sentence  against  Crawly  in  virtue  of  a  certain 
mortgage  Bond  for  £800.  Thereafter  Oaad  &  Bowes  obtained  an  in- 
terdict restraining  the  Plaintiffs  from  selling  in  execution  the  Farm 
specially  mortgaged  by  that  Bond ;  and  the  object  of  the  present 
suit  is  to  obtain  final  judgment  against  Cratvly,  and  to  remove  this 
interdict,  so  that  the  Plaintiff  may  proceed  to  excuss  the  land 
hypothecated.  The  plea  of  Oaad  &  Bawes  alleges  that  they  are  the  * 
legal  owners  of  the  Farm,  and  that  Crawly  fraudulently  obtained 
the  registration  of  that  Farm  in  his  name.  It  also  makes  certain 
admissions,  such  as  the  lending  of  the  money  by  the  Plaintiffs  to 
Crawly,  and  the  execution  of  the  Bond.  The  replication  denies  that 
the  Plaintiffs' had  any  knowledge  of  Crawly  s  fraud  when  they  lent 
the  money.  At  the  trial  Crawly  appeared  and  admitted  the  debt 
claimed,  and  there  is,  therefore,  no  difficulty  in  giving,  as  regards 
him,  a  final  judgment  for  £800,  with  interest,  and  costs,  in  favour  of 
the  Plaintiffs.  The  case  as  regards  Oaad  it  Bawes,  however,  is  a 
very  different  one.  They  are  the  purchasers  of  Maiawcum's  Kap  from 
one  Spies,  and  have  been  in  its  actual  occupation  for  several  years. 
The  sale  and  transfer  of  Matawaan^s  Kap  to  Cratdy  have,  by  two 
separate  juries,  and  presided  over  by  two  different  Judges,  been  de- 
clared fraudulent,  and  the  transfer  to  Crawly  set  aside.  And  this 
Court  has  recently  refused  another  new  trial ;  hence  the  verdict  of 
the  last  jury  must  stand,  as  far  as  we  are  concerned.  The  Plain- 
tiffs rely  much  on  the  allegation  in  the  replication  that  when  they 
advanced  Crawly  this  £800  they  had  no  notice  of  any  fraud,  and 
that  finding  him  the  registered  owner  of  Matawcuvnis  Kap,  they  ought 
not  to  suffer.    There  is  certainly  no  direct  evidence  of  any  notice 
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J.  0.  of  fraud  to  the  Plaintiffs,  but  there  is  in  the  case  evidence  sufficient 
1868  to  my  mind  to  shew  that  the  Plaintiffs  possessed  such  knowledge 
T^  ^  ought  to  have  made  them  pause  before  they  advanced  their 
Natal  Land,  xnoney  to  Orotcly  on  the  mortgage  of  Matawaan^a  Kop,  and  that  not 
Company  having  made  the  farther  inquiry  which,  as  men  of  the  most  ordi- 
GooD.  luuy  prudence,  I  think  they  were  bound  to  make,  they  took  the 
consequences  of  not  doing  so  on  themselves.  Am  I  sitting  here, 
as  a  juryman,  to  be  told  that  the  Plaintiflb,  who  knew  that  Orowly 
only  very  recently  before  October,  1863,  had  bought,  as  alleged, 
Matofvaan^s  Kop  for  £75,  were  not  bound,  before  they  advanced  £800 
ona  mortgage  of  it,  to  make  some  inquiry  as  to  this  extraordinary 
fact,  more  especially  when  their  own  appraiser  valued  it  at 
£1,200  if  forced  into  the  market,  and  at  £2,000  as  a  market 
value  ?  Is  not  the  circumstance  of  the  price  given  for  the  pro- 
perty only  a  few  months  before  the  Plaintiffs  advanced  this  ki^e 
loan  of  £800  on  land  that  cost  only  £75,  and  that  id/at  shewn  by 
the  evidence  to  have  been  well  known  to  the  Plaintiff,  in  itself 
one  which  would  lead  to  ftuther  inquiry  ?  And  is  it  not  im  to 
say  that,  not  having  done  so,  the  Plaintiffs  have  taken  both  the 
risk  and  the  consequences  on  themselves  ?  But  this  is  not  all ; 
there  are  the  additional  facts  of  the  evident  hurry  displayed  by 
Orowly  to  obtain  not  only  the  transfer  to  himself  of  MasUmoum's 
Kop,  but  the  money  from  the  Plaintiffs  on  its  security.  It  was 
transferred  to  him  by  Wirimg,  the  Agent  of  the  Company  at 
PietermarHzburffy  on  the  22nd  of  October,  1863,  and  on  the  24th 
of  October,  1863,  it  was  mortgaged  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  ten  times 
more  than  it  cost  a  few  months  before.  Nor  can  I  lose  sight  of  the 
&ct,  that  at  this  very  time  E.  B.  Croidy,  a  brother  of  the  Defend- 
ants, was  the  Accountant  in  Plaintiffs'  office.  Even  the  Begistrar 
of  Deeds  was  so  struck  with  the  insignificance  of  the  price  allied 
to  be  that  at  which  Crowly  bought  Matowaan's  Kop,  in  extent  8225 
acres,  that  he  availed  himself  of  the  law  in  that  respect^  and  had 
it  valued  for  transfer  dues,  and  that  valuation  amounted  to  £1,500. 
In  my  opinion,  the  Plaintiffs  were  bound,  under  the  circumstances^ 
to  have  instituted  a  fair  amount  of  inquiry  before  they  advanced 
their  money.  They  made  none,  and,  therefore,  they  cannot,  in  my 
opinion,  complcdn  if  they  should  suffer.  The  Attomey-Generjd 
has,  with  his  usual  ability,  advanced  arguments  and  authorities  to 
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sapport  his  case.  He  haa  admitted  that  the  authority  laid  down  j.  o. 
in  Voet,  Lib.  20,  tit  6,  s.  8,  is  against  him.  He  could  not  well  do  ises 
otherwise;  and»  in  consequence,  he  has  attempted  to  argae  that  the  "i^ 
xeasons  assigned  in  the  subsequent  part  of  that  section  do  not  war-  Natal  Lakd, 
rant  the  dictum  laid  down.  I  am  sorry  I  cannot  agree  with  him.  CompIhy 
The  section  lays  down  clearly,  to  my  mind,  that  where  the  right  q^j^ 
of  the  person  giving  the  mortgage  is  resolved  or  fails  it  follows,  as  — 
a  natural  consequence,  that  the  Creditor's  right  of  mortgage  is 
thereby  destroyed.  Orouiy'a  right,  as  registered  owner,  has  ceased. 
It  has  been  set  aside  for  fraud,  and,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff's  right 
of  mortgage  must  cease  too,  not  only  in  point  of  law,  but  under  the 
circumstances  connected  with  this  loan :  Vcet^  Lib.  20,  tit.  6 ;  Van 
Der  Lmden,  Inst,  of  Laws  of  HcHand,  p.  181.  It  is  laid  down  by 
Bwrge^  in  his  Comm.  on  the  Law  of  Suretyship,  p.  219,  that  it  is 
impossible  to^  establish  any  invariable  rule  as  to  fraud.  He  says : 
'  Fraud  is^infinite,  and  were  a  Court  to  lay  down  rules  how  &r  they 
would  go  in  extending  relief  against  it^  or  to  define  strictly  the 
spedes  of  evid^ice  of  it,  the  jurisdiction  would  be  cramped  and 
perpetually  eluded  by  new  schemes  which  the  fertility  of  man's 
invention  would  contrive.'  If  a  case  arises  to  which  no  principle 
already  established  can  be  applied,  a  new  principle  must  be 
established  to  meet  it^  for  the  possibility  will  always  exist,  that 
human  ingenuity  in  contriving  fraud  will  go  beyond  any  cases 
which  have  before  occurred.  It  is  laid  down  that  *  A  third  person 
shall  neither  suffer  nor  profit  by  the  fraud  of  another.  Therefore, 
interests  obtained  through  the  fraud  of  another  person  cannot  be 
maintained:'  Bwrffe,  lb.  p.  229.  It  has  been  well  said  by  Lord 
Mamsfidd,  in  Bobton  v.  Oalxe  (1),  that '  although  a  third  person  shall 
not  be  punished  for  the  fraud  of  another,  he  shall  not  avail  himself 
of  it :'  Pothier,  On  Obligations,  vol.  i.  p.  20,  in  notes  [Trans,  by 
Evans] ;  Burffe,  lb.  p.  229 ;  Huffuenin  v.  Basdey  (2).  It  has  been 
decided  by  the  Gouits  in  England^  acting  on  this  principle,  that 
where  relief  was  given  against  a  fraud  by  which  the  husband  of  a 
^nant  in  tail  prevented  the  completion  of  a  recovery,  the  wife, 
who  was  no  party  to  the  fraud,  was  not  permitted  to  derive  any 
advantage  from  the  transaction.  These  principles  appear  to  me 
clearly  applicable  to  this  case.  Orowly  obtained  his  title  by  fraud, 
(1)  1  Dong.  229.  (2)  14  Ves.  287. 
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J.  0.  the  subsequent  mortgage  of  that  title  was  also  in  fraud,  and  one 
1868  of  which  the  Plaintiffs  cannot,  in  my  opinion,  avail  themselves. 
The  They  must  be  satisfied  with  their  remedy  against  CrowlyJ^ 
"^^^^&c^^^*  Mr.  Justice  PhiSipSy  in  his  judgment,  after  referring  to  a  previous 
Company  case  of  Bo88  V.  Oode,  decided  in  the  Supreme  Court  at  Nataly  pro- 
Good.  ceeded  in  these  terms :  **  So  far  as  I  can  remember  the  argument, 
'~"  and  by  reference  to  my  notes,  the  Defendants,  Good  dt  Bowes,  neither 
insisted  on  frauds  nor  notice  to  the  Plaintiff,  but  actually  disclaimed 
such  charge.  Are,  therefore,  the  circumstances  relied  on  by  the 
Court  sufficient  to  justify  it  in  saying  enough  was  shewn  to  put  the 
Plaintiff  on  inquiry  ?  The  circumstances  are  these : — ^Inadequacy 
of  the  price  giVen  by  Orowly ;  Wirnng,  who  passed  the  transfer  for 
Crowhfy  being  the  Agent  of  the  Company ;  and  the  fact  of  Grotdj/'s 
brother  being  in  the  employ  of  the  Company.  But,  taking  these  facts 
collectively,  and  standing  naked  as  I  have  stated  them,  and  without 
further  explanation,  they  do  not  bring  me  to  a  conclusion  simUar 
to  that  arrived  at  by  my  learned  brethren,  as  far  as  my  experience 
on  this  bench  guides  me.  Adequacy  or  inadequacy  of  considera- 
tion given  for  land  in  this  Colony  constitutes  no  index  of  fraud. 
Indeed,  how  can  it,  when  the  value  of  property  is  far  from  settled, 
fluctuating  according  to  the  demand  and  the  position  of  the  parti- 
cular vendors  and  purchasers  ?  nor  do  I  consider  the  price  given 
by  Orowly  one  greatly  varying  from  that  at  which  claims  to  grants 
here  are  generally  purchased  by  claimants  residing  in  the  Trans-^ 
vaai  country.  The  question  of  adequacy  of  value,  had  it  been 
raised  by  a  vendor  who  considered  himself  aggrieved  by  the  repre- 
sentations of  the  purchaser,  and  sought  to  set  aside  such  purchase, 
might  be  of  importance,  but,'  on  the  question  here  raised  between 
Plaintiff  and  Defendants,  Oood  &  Bowes^  I  consider  adequacy  or 
inadequacy  of  consideration  forms  no  element.  I  dispose  of  the 
fact  of  Wirsififfy  the  Plaintiff's  general  Agent,  being  the  transferor 
of  the  fraudulent  title  to  Crowly,  by  saying  that,  in  such  matter,  he 
was  Orotdy*8  Agent,  or  rather  Spies* — his  mere  ministerial  Agent 
for  transfer ;  and,  particularly,  that  he  was  no  Agent  of  Crowhfs 
for  the  purchase  of  the  land.  The  fact  of  Cro/whfs  brother  being 
in  the  service  of  the  Plaintiffs  I  consider  of  no  importance. 
Assuming  that  Crowhfs  brother  had  a  knowledge  of  Crotdy's  fraud, 
if  fraud  there  was,  are  we  to  assume  that  was  disclosed  to  Plaintifl^ 
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or  that  it  was  any  portion  of  the  duty  of  Gnywhfs  brother  to  J.O. 
disclose  what  he  might  know  of  the  transaction  to  his  employer  ?  iscs 
Indeed,  my  brethren,  in  their  judgment,  have  evidently  placed  xm 
small  weight  upon  this  fact.  What  amounts  to  sufficient  notice  i&  ^' atal^Laito, 
a  question  of  degree  and  of  crime ;  what  will  convince  one  mind  Compakt 
may  fail  in  convincing  another ;  but  with  the  landmarks  laid  down  Good. 
for  guidance  in  the  judgn^ents  of  Bamhart  v.  Qreenahidds  (1), 
WUdgooBe  v.  Waylomd  (2),  and  the  other  cases  cited  on  the  question, 
I  cannot  help  feeling  that,  if  I  say  the  circumstances  which  are 
against  the  Plaintiff  in  this  case  are  sufficient  to  affect  him  with 
notice  or  put  him  on  his  inquiry,  I  extend  the  doctrine  of  notice  to 
a  degree  far  beyond  what  it  has  hitherto  reached.  I  would  say,  in 
the  words  of  the  judgment  oi Bamhart  v.  QreanshieldB  (1), '  It  would 
be  inconsistent  with  the  security  of  all  property,  and  with  every 
rule  and  principle  of  equity,  upon  such  evidence  as  this  to  affect 
the  conscience  of  the  purchaser : '  White  and  Tudor  8  Cases  in  Equity, 
voL  ii.,  p.  43  [3rd  Edit].  That  the  doctrine  of  notice  should  be 
limited  rather  than  extended,  an  eminent  Judge,  Sir  WiUiam  Qranty 
clearly  expressed  himself,  in  the  case  of  Wyatt  v.  Barwell{Z).  But 
the  opinion  of  my  brethren  does  not  altogether  rest  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  notice.  They  reason  that  the  estate  fedling,  the  interest 
derived  out  of  the  estate  must  fail  with  it.  And  the  doctrine 
or  law  laid  down  in  Voet^  as  cited  by  the  Cliief  Justice,  would 
appear  to  confirm  this  opinion.  .  But  on  this  point  I  incline  to  the 
view  taken  by  the  Attorney-General,  that  YoepB  doctrine  is  too 
broad,  and  unsupported  by  the  authorities  and  reasons  he  deduces, 
which,  in  my  sight,  merely  amount  to  this,  that  where  an  inferior 
estate  is  created,  an  interest  derived  out  of  such  estate  cannot 
enure  beyond  the  particular  estate  out  of  which  such  interest  was 
created.  For  example,  that  a  mortgage  or  annuity  created  by 
a  tenant  for  life,  and  charged  in  the  life  estate,  cannot  enure 
beyond  the  same.  In  the  Plaintiff's  case,  his  interest  was  created 
out  of  and  attached  to  the  fee  or  perpetuity  in  the  land ;  that  fee 
was  then  in  his  grantee,  and  must  exist  somewhere  for  ever,  and  if 
it  is  that  Plaintiff's  interest  ceases  with  the  title  of  its  grantor, 
then  his  interest  is  one  rather  dependent  on  the  person  than  the 

(1)  9  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  38.  (2)  GouldBb.  147,  pi.  67. 

(3)  19  Yes.  439. 
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J.  a        estate,  and  to  admit  this  would  be  to  admit  tliat  the  question 

1868        of  fraud  or  notice  is  in  every  case  immaterial,  should  never  be 

"^        raised,  and  that  no  relief  ought  ever  to  have  been  accorded  by 

Natax  Land,  Courts  of  justice  to  a  party  styled  an  *  innocent  purchaser.'    As  I 

Company    said  before,  my  opinion  and  judgment  in  this  case  is  a  natural 

Good.       sequUuT  to  my  opinion  and  judgment  in  Boss  v.  Qade*    The  title 

of  an  innocent  purchaser  clothed  with  the  legal  estate  in  the  land 

must  prevail  over  the  title  of  the  claimant  of  a  mere  equitable 

estate,  although  such  equitable  estate  may  be  of  priority  of  time.  A 

mortgagee  is  a  purchaser  pro  iofito.   And,  therefore,  in  my  opinion^ 

the  land  mortgaged,  although  in  the  hands  of  Qood  &  BoweSf  ia 

.  subject  to  the  claim  created  by  the  fraudulent  purchaser,  Orawly'' 

The  opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  Judges  being  in  &vour  of  Hie 

Bespondents,  judgment  was  given  for  them,  with  costs. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment. 

As  the  Bespondents  did  not  appear,  the  appeal  was  heard 
eoopwrte* 

Mr.  Pear9on,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Paienan,  for  the  Appellants  :•— 

This  is  a  question  of  priorities  affected  by  registration.  The 
transfer  of  property  by  the  Boman-Dutch  law  prevailing  in  Nabd 
is  by  transport  and  an  Act  of  Court.  The  Secretary  gives  the  par- 
ties a  grossBy  or  copy,  which  is  the  evidence  of  title:  S.  Van 
Leeuwen,  Dutch  Law,  Lib.  iv.,  c.  xii.,  s.  4;  Beport  of  Law  of 
Demerara,  p.  203 ;  Van  Der  Linden,  Inst,  of  Law  of  Holland,  p.  258 
[Trans,  by  Henry] ;  Bwrge^s  Comm.  on  Col.  &  For.  Law,  voL  iL^ 
p.  722 ;  and  Stede  v.  ThtrnpsM  (1). 

Here  the  Farm  was  mortgaged  to  the  Appellants  by  Orowly,  the 
person  in  whom  the  legal  estate  was  at  that  time  vested,  and  who 
was  the  registered  legal  owner.  The  Appellants  advanced  their 
money  bond  fide  on  the  security  of  the  Farm.  The  mortgage 
taken  and  registered  by  them  was  vdthout  notice  of  the  equitable 
claim  of  the  Bespondents  on  the  Farm.  The  burden  of  proving 
that  the  Appellants  had  notice  at  the  time  the  mortage  was 
executed  to  them,  that  Orowly  had  fraudulently  procured  the 
registration  of  the  Farm  in  his  name,  if  any  such  fraud  existed^ 
lay  on  the  Bespondents,  so  with  respect  to  alleged  inadequacy  of 

(1)  13  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  280 ;  and  see  BenUnck  v.  Wiainh,  2  Hare,  1. 
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the  consideration  money  for  the  transfer^  and  they  entirely  failed        J.  C. 
to  prove  any  snch  case.    There  was  no  evidence  to  warrant  the        1868 
judgment  of  the  majority  of  the  Court  that  the  Appellants  were        xhb 
bound  to  make  further  inquiry  before  they  made  the  advances  to  ^^^^^^^"^^^ 
CrtAdy  on  the  security  of  the  Farm.    The  judgment  in  the  suit     Oompakt 
between  Qood  it  Bowes  against  Orotdy,  finding^that  there  had  been       Good. 
fraud  by  Spies  and  Crowly  with  respect  to  the  consideration  money 
for  the  transfer,  and  in  registering  the  deed,  did  not  affect  the 
Appellants.    Not  being  parties  to  that  suit  it  was  as  against  them 
res  inter  alios  acta,  and  inadmissible  in  evidence.    Neither  the 
pleadings  or  the  evidence  in  the  cause  warrant  or  can  support 
the  judgment  appealed  from. 

The  Lobd  Chief  Babon: — 

This  is  an  appeal  against  a  judgment  pronounced  in  the  Colony 
of  Natal  upon  what  in  this  country  would  be  termed  a  motion  to 
dissolve  an  injunction.  It  is,  in  fact,  a  suit  to  remove  what  is 
tenmed  an  interdict,  which  had  been  granted  against  the  Plaintiffs, 
the  now  Appellants,  who  sought  by  a  proceeding  in  a  Court  of 
Justice  in  this  Colony  to  obtain  judgment  against  a  person  of  the 
name  of  Crotdy,  in  respect  of  the  mortgage  of  a  place  called 
M<xt<noaan*s  Kop,  upon  which  a  sum  of  £800  had  been  advanced. 

The  circumstances  are  very  short  and  simple : — Croidy  opened 
a  negotiation  on  the  10th  of  October,  1863,  with  the  Plaintifib, 
who  are  Bakikers,  for  a  loan  of  £800  upon  the  security  of  this  pro- 
perty, called  Matowaan^s  Kop,  and,  after  some  correspondence,  the 
Plaintiffs  agreed  to  advance  that  money,  and  they  did  advance  it 
upon  the  mortgage  in  question.  Now,  it  appears,  when  we  look 
into  the  evidence,  that  Crowly  had  become  the  owner  of  this  pro- 
perty under  a  conveyance  to  him  from  a  person  of  the  name  of 
i^pteg,  and  that  conveyance  certainly  is  dated  as  late  as  the  22nd 
of  October,  1863.  But  that  conveyance  was  duly  registered. 
There  was  a  transcript  or  copy,  called  a  grosse,  of  that  conveyance, 
which  was  part  of  the  title^  and,  therefore,  there  was  nothing  to 
shew,  and  nothing  to  lead  to  a  doubt,  but  that  Crotdy  had  become 
lawfrdly  possessed  of  and  entitled  to  this  property  under  that  con- 
veyance from  i^pi^  of  the  22nd  of  October,  1863,  and  the  Plaintiffs 
having  agreed  to  advance  this  money  on  mortgage,  the  mortgage 
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J.O.       was  accordingly  executed  and  the  property  thus  conveyed  to  them 

1868       two  days  afterwards,  on  the  24th  of  October  of  the  same  year  1863. 

^i^       It  appears  by  a  letter  in  which  the  correspondence  began,  and  it 

Natal  Land,  jg  ^y  j^q  means  an  unimportant  circumstance  in  this  case,  if  there 

CoMPAKY    really  had  been  any  question  of  title  between  these  now  litigant 

Good.  parties,  that  the  title  deeds  of  the  property  were  delivered  over  to 
the  Plaintiffs,  the  mortgagees,  at  the  time  when  the  transaction 
took  place.  They  advanced  their  money,  they  took  their  mortgage, 
and  they  retained  their  security  for  more  than  two  years  after- 
wards. About  a  year  after  the  mortgage,  in  the  month  of  October, 
1864,  the  interest  upon  the  mortgage  not  having  been  duly  paid, 
and  after  some  indulgence  shewn  to  the  debtor,  Orowly,  proceedings 
were  instituted,  which  would  be  in  the  nature  of  a  suit  for  a  fore- 
closure in  this  country,  to  give  to  the  Plaintiffs  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgage,  and  to  entitle  them  to  the  possession,  and,  if  necessary, 
to  the  sale  of  the  property ;  and  they  were  about  to  obtain  a  judg- 
ment to  that  effect  when  the  Bespondents  came  upon  the  field 
and  obtained  an  interdict  or  injunction  to  stay  the  judgment  and 
execution  impending  against  Orowly,  In  due  time  the  Plaintiffs 
instituted  this  suit,  which  is,  in  effect,  a  suit  to  dissolve  that 
injunction,  or  to  remove  that  interdict,  and  upon  the  matter  coming 
before  the  Court  the  title  of  the  Plaintiffs  is  clearly  proved.  It  is 
proved  by  the  production  of  the  conveyance  from  Spies  to  Crowly, 
and  of  the  mortgage  from  Orowly  to  the  Plaintiffs,  with  the  ffrosse 
of  each  of  these  two  instruments,  which,  upon  the  highest  autho- 
rity, we  find  to  be  the  evidence  or  symbol  of  the  title ;  and  further, 
it  was  perfectly  clear  that  both  these  conveyances  had  been  duly 
registered:  and  among  the  evidences  of  title  possessed  and  pro- 
duced by  the  Plaintiffs,  were  the  certificates  of  registration  of  both 
the  conveyances, — the  conveyance  by  Spies  to  Croviy^  and  the 
mortgage  by  Crawly  to  the  Plaintiffs. 

Then  comes  the  question.  How  is  the  interdict  to  be  sustained  ? 
and  the  only  evidence  before  the  Court  in  the  Colony,  or  before 
their  Lordships  on  this  appeal,  is  simply  that  two  years  afterwards 
a  judgment  was  obtained  by  the  two  Bespondents  against  Crowly, 
which  judgment  finds  or  afiSrms  a  fraud  to  have  been  committed 
by  Crowly  in  respect  to  the  obtaining  and' registering  the  convey- 
ance of  this  property  from  Spies  to  himself. 
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Now,  the  first  observation  which  occurs  is  that  this  judgment        J.G. 
was  not  admissible  in  evidence.     It  is  the  only  proof  of  the  fraud,        1^68 
but  if  it  were  ample  and  sufficient  proof  of  the  fraud,  it  is  rea  inter        Thb 
alioB  aela,  and  in  no  Court  of  Law  or  Equity  in  this  country  would    ^'^.  ^^' 
it  have  been  admitted  at  all,  except  as  between  the  parties  to  it,     Company 
the  Bespondents  and  Crotoly,  or  if  a  foundation  for  it  had  been  laid       Good. 
by  evidence  of  some  fraud  having  been  committed  by  which  the 
PIainti£&  could  be  affected.    There  was  no  proof  of  any  such  fraud, 
or,  indeed,  of  any  fraud  at  alL    Yet  this  judgment  constituted  the 
whole  evidence  in  support  of  the  interdict.    If,  therefore,  the 
judgment  had  been  admissible,  and  had  been  evidence  of  a  fraud 
committed,  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  Plaintiffs  were  parties 
to  it,  or  affected  by  it,  or  cognizant  of  it. 

Under  these  circumstances,  it  certainly  is  somewhat  surprising, 
that  any  Court  of  Law  in  the  world  should  have  given  effect  to 
this  interdict,  and  pronounced  a  judgment  against  the  right  of  the 
Plaintiffs  to  this  property.  When  their  Lordships  look  to  the 
opinions  delivered  by  two  of  the  Judges,  they  find  that,  inde- 
pendently of  the  supposed  fraud,  the  case  is  put  upon  this,  that  in 
the  first  place,  the  Conveyance  by  Spies  to  Crowly  is  dated  as  late 
as  the  22nd  of  October,  1863.  But  it  appears  that  it  happens 
frequently  in  this  Colony  that  a  purchase  may,  in  fact,  have  been 
made,  though  the  Conveyance  is  not  completed  and  registered  in 
the  Public  Begistry  of  the  Colony  until  sometimes  as  much  .as  ten 
years  afterwards.  Their  Lordships  know  not,  therefore,  when  this 
purchase  was  made  by  Crowly  from  SfieSy  and  the  date  of  the  Con- 
veyance, therefore,  is  of  no  manner  of  importance,  and  has  no 
bearing  upon  the  case. 

It  is  said  that  the  consideration  appears  to  have  been  only  £75 ; 
and  certainly  it  might  have  attracted  attention  and  led  to  some 
inquiry  on  the  part  of  the  persons  about  to  advance  their  money 
on  tiiis  property,  if  they  had  found  that  it  had  been  purchased  so 
recently  as  the  22nd  of  October  (two  days  before  the  mortgage  to 
themselves),  and  for  the  price  of  £75  only.  But  the  probability  is, 
that  the  fact  that  £75  appeared  as  tiie  purchase-money  in  the  con- 
veyance from  8fie9  was  never  known  at  all  to  the  Plaintiffs  them- 
selves. It  may  have  been  known  to  their  Solicitor  who  prepared 
the  deeds,  but  the  Solicitor,  if  he  found  there  had  been  a  valuation 
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J*  C.       of  the  property  at  £1500  for  revenne  purposes,  and  satisfied  himself 

1868       besides  that  the  property  was  of  that  or  of  sofiScient  value,  would 

Thb        not  have  troubled  himself  about  the  terms  upon  which  the  pur- 

^^^.,  ^^  chase  had  been  effected,  possibly  a  great  many  years  before,  when 

Company     h^q  pri(5^  might  have  been  very  much  less  than  the  true  value  at 

Good.       the  time  of  the  conveyance  to  his  clients. 

Then  with  regard  to  the  circumstances  which  are  further  relied 
upon  in  the  opinions  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court  below ;  firsts  that 
the  persons  concerned  in  the  registration  happened  to  be  the 
Agents  at  PietemumtsAurff  of  the  Plaintiffi,  and  the  further  cir- 
cunu3tance  that  a  brother,  or  some  other  relative  of  (Troirfy,  the 
Manager,  happened  to  be  a  Clerk  in  the  office  of  the  Plaintiflb ; 
these,  unaccompanied  by  any  evidence  at  all  connected  with  the 
transaction  itself,  are  really  quite  unworthy  of  a  moment's  atten- 
tion. 

The  case,  therefore,  resolves  itself  into  this ;  there  is  a  land  fde 
loan,  upon  a  mortgage,  of  £800  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  Orowkf,  and 
the  Plaintiffs  were  clearly  entitled  to  the  judgment  and  execution 
which  they  were  about  to  obtain  against  Crawly.  When  their 
Lordships  look  to  the  evidence  upon  which  it  is  sought  to  support 
this  interdict  upon  the  part  of  the  Bespondents,  they  find  that 
there  is  no  admissible  evidence  of  any  kind  whatever. 

Under  these  circumstances,  they  can  only  advise  Her  Majesty 
to  reverse  the  decision  of  the  Court  below,  and  to  give  effect  to 
the  judgment  under  this  appeal,  with  costs. 

By  an  Order  in  Council  made  thereon  it  was  ordered,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  NataJ,  of  the  Slst  of  March, 
1866,  should  be  reversed,  except  so  far  as  the  same  is  a  judgment 
against  Michael  A,  A  P,  Crowty^  and  that  the  provisional  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  the  24th  of  January,  1865,  ought  to  be  con- 
firmed and  carried  into  execution. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  WUkinsany  Stevens  A  WWUnsan. 
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JOSEPH   OXFORD,    ALEXANDER   LEVT-1  .  J.c* 

SOHN,  AND  JACOB  AUNHOLD     .    .    .      J^^^^^ts;       ^^ 


AND  March  11, 12. 

ANDREW  PROVAND  and  ROBERT  DALT.    Respondents. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  HER  BRITANNIC  MAJESTY'S  SUPREME 
COURT  FOR  CHINA  AND  JAPAN  (1). 

Specific  performance — Agreememt — Vaguenesi — Lease— Pari  performance — 

Practice — Decree  partly  varied — Costs. 

In  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of  an  agreement^  vague  in  its  language,  a 
Oonrt  of  Equity,  having  regazd  to  the  terms  of  such  agreement^  will  consider 
the  snrroundix^  drcnmstances,  and  conduct  of  the  parties  in  dealing  with  the 
property  comprised  in  it^  in  the  interval  between  the  making  of  the  agree- 
ment and  the  commencement  of  the  suit  for  its  enforcement. 

P.  A  Co.  entered  into  an  agreement  in  writing  with  0,  &  Co,  for  the 
1  transfer  to  them  of  the  unexpired  term  of  a  lease  held  by  P.  d^  Co,  of  land 
and  houses  at  Shanghai^  and  to  build  or  finish  certain  houses  thereon ;  to 
proceed  with  the  building  at  once ;  to  consult  0,  &  Co*s  wishes  in  building 
the  houses  then  in  progress,  and  in  building  other  houses  not  then  com- 
menced. 0.  A  Go,y  'on  their  port,  agreed  to  take  the  term  so  to  be  transferred, 
and  to  pay  a  certain  rent  divided  into  three  portions,  the  liability  for  each 
portion  to  begin  from  the  time  when  the  house  to  which  that  portion  related 
was  finished  by  P.  <fc  Co.,  and  possession  delivered  over  by  them  to  0.'&  Co, 
Both  parties  further  agreed  that  a  proper  contract  should  be  dtawn  for  their 
mutual  execution  by  a  Solicitor  named  by  them.  No  such  contract,  how- 
ever, was  executed.  Possession  was  given,  and  the  buildings  altered  by 
P.  dt  Co.  at  0.  <fc  Cb.'s  instance : — 

Sdd^  decreeing  specific  performance  of  such  agreement,  (1),  that  the  terms 
of  the  agreement  expressed  with  sufficient  oleameas  the  intentions  of  the 
parties  to  bind  them,  from  the  time  it  was  made,  to  do  the  several  acts  stipu- 
lated for  each  to  perform ;  (2),  that  the  stipulation  that  a  proper  contract 
should  be  made  by  a  legal  adviser  was  so  isolated  from  the  other  stipula- 
taons  in  point  of  sequence  that  it  might  be  performed  either  directly  after  the 
signing  of  the  memorandum  of  agreement  or  when  possession  was  given  of  the 
first  house  specified,  or  at  any  subsequent  time,  either  before  or  after  the 
completion  of  all  or  any  of  the  houses  to  be  erected : 

Eddy  further,  that  that  part  of  the  agreement  which  provided  that  the 


*  Present : — Bib  Wiluam  Eblv,  Sik  Jaxxs  WHiLum  Cqlvxli^  Sib  Edwabd 
Taughan  Williams,  and  Sib  Robert  Philuhobe  (Judgb  of  thb  Adhibaltt 
-Cotjbt). 

(I)  This  CotLit  is  created  and  con-  the  9th  of  March,  1865 ;  No.  III«, 
stitnted  by  an  Order  in  Council,  dated     seo.  7. 
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J.  0.  wishes  of  0.  d;  Co.  sbonld  be  oonsQlted  in  erecting  the  buildings  was  not  so 

.ggg  vague  or  indefinite  as  to  render  the  oon tract  impossible  to  be  enforced,  hav- 

v^-vw  ing  regard  (1)  to  the  surrounding  circumstances,  and  (2),  to  the  fact  of  a  part 

OziOBD  performance  by  0.  A  Co.  in  respect  of  the  buildings  and  alterations  of  the 

PbovInd.  *»^««- 

-^  SembU:  The  maxim  in  Chancery  that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do 

equity,  when  applied  to  a  case  of  partial  non-performance  of  an  agreement, 
includes  the  rule  at  law  which,  in  actions  for  damages  upon  contracts,  discri- 
minates between  a  whole  or  only  a  partial  failure  of  performance ;  the  breach 
being  a  bar  when  it  goes  to  the  whole,  but  no  bar  to  a  partial  &iluTe.  In 
which  case  the  party  injured  w  entitled  by  a  cross  action  to  compensation. 

Decree  of  Court  below  partly  varied.    Each  party  directed  to  pay  their  own 
costs. 

ISUIT  for  specific  perfonnance  of  an  agreement,  whereby  the 
Appellants  agreed  to  take  from  the  Bespondents  the  unexpired 
term  of  a  lease  held  by  them  of  certain  land  and  buildings  situate- 
in  the  British  settlement  at  Shanghai,  in  China. 

This  agreement,  which  was  in  writing,  and  signed  by  both  par- 
ties, was  as  follows : — 

'*  Sketch  of  agreement  between  Messrs.  A.  Provand  &  Daly  and 
Messrs.  Chtford  &  Co. 

^*  The  latter  take  from  the  former  the  unexpired  term  of  the 
lease  they  hold  for  the  whole  ground,  and  four  houses  thereon 
erected  and  to  be  erected,  part  of  which  was  occupied  by  the  late 
MOler's  Hotel. 

**  They  pay  for  the  same  an  annual  rent  of  £4,000  (Four  thou- 
sand pounds),  but,  as  it  will  take  some  time  to  build  all  the  houses, 
they  take  possession  of  the  house  now  building  in  the  centre  and 
the  one  now  used  as  a  Billiard  room,  as  soon  as  the  former  is  finished, 
paying  an  annual  rent  of  £1,600  from  that  day.  This  rent  is  in- 
creased to  £2,800  as  soon  as  the  large  house  now  building  iB 
finished,  and  to  the  above-stated  £4,000  when  the  fourth  house, 
which  has  been  destroyed  by  fire,  has  been  rebuilt,  and  is 
delivered.  The  building  of  all  houses  to  be  proceeded  with  at 
once. 

^'  Messrs.  Provand  &  Daly  will  consult  Messrs.  Oxford  &  Oo.*8 
wishes  in  finishing  the  houses  now  building,  and  in  building  the 
house  not  yet  commenced  (burnt  down). 

'<  This  house  is  to  be  rebuilt  on  the  vacant  piece  of  ground  now 
in  front  of  the  same,  so  as  to  be  contiguous  to  the  street. 


AND. 
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"  If  Messrs.  Oxford  &  Co.  should  wish  to  have  a  larger  house,  or  J.  0. 

one  differently  built,  M.  A.  Provand  promises  to  do  his  best  to  1868 

make  the  original  holders  of  the  land  agree  to  such  alterations,  Oxtord 

for  the  extra  cost  of  which  Messrs.  Oxford  d  Go.  would  have  to  «   *• 

^  PBOVi 

pay. 

"A  proper  contract  to  be  made  by  Mr.  Cooper,  Solicitor,  of 
Shcmffhaiy  and  the  contracting  parties  to  bear  each  one-half  of  the 
•expense  thereof. 

"  Shanghai,  27th  of  April,  1863. 

(Signed)    «  Oxford  &  Co. 

"  Provand  &  Daly:' 

The  property  comprised  in  the  agreement  consisted  of  land  and 
buildings  thereon  situate  in  the  British  settlement  at  Shanghai,  in 
China. 

The  expression  "  the  unexpired  term  of  the  lease  "  used  in  the 
agreement  referred  to  two  terms  of  fifteen  years  each  from  the 
1st  of  January,  1863,  which  were  granted  by  one  Oeorge  Smith  to 
the  Respondents  of  separate  parts  of  the  property  at  separate  rents 
Idj  two  agreements,  each  dated  the  Ist  of  October,  1862. 

At  the  date  of  the  agreement  between  the  Appellants  and  the 

Bespondents  the  state  of  the  property  as  regards  the  buildings 

jiumbered  on  the  plan  of  the  property  was  as  follows : — ^No.  1  was 

.finished,  or  nearly  so.    No.  2  was  nearly  finished.    No.  3  had  been 

begun;  and  No.  4  was  not  yet  begun.      In  pursuance  of  the 

agreement^  the  Respondents  proceeded  with  the  buildings,  and 

consulted  the  wishes  of  the  Appellants  in  finishing  Nos.  1,  2,  and 

3,  and  in  building  No.  4.    In  particular,  the  upper  part  of  No.  2, 

the  greater  part  of  No.  3,  and  the  whole  of  No.  4  were  built  and 

.finished  according  to  plans  which  were  discussed  between  the 

Respondents  and  Appellants,  and,  generally,  the  progress  of  the 

buildings  was  supervised  by  the  Appellants. 

In  November,  1863,  before  the  Appellants  took  possession  of 
JSo.  3,  they  employed  a  Surveyor  to  inspect  the  same  on  their 
behalf,  and  such  Surveyor  made  a  formal  report  to  them  in  writing 
.on  the  state  of  the  house.  The  Appellants  called  on  the  Respon- 
•dents  to  remedy  the  defects  pointed  out  in  the  Surveyor's  report, 
4ind  the  Respondents  did  so.    The  Appellants  took  possession  of 

Vol.  n.  3  0 
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J.O.       No.  8  for  their  own  occupation  at  the  end  of  November,  1863^ 

1868       and,  on  their  continuing  to  complain  of  the  defects  of  No.  3,  the 

OxFOBD     following  written  agreement  respecting  that  house  was  come  to^ 

PboyIhd.    between  them  and  the  Bespondents  in  the  beginning  of  the  year 

—        1864 : — **  Begarding  the  house  occupied  by  Messrs.  Oxford  &  Co^ 

it  has  been  in  addition  agreed  that  the  floors  are  to  be  kept  in 

good  order  by  the  lessors  during  the  term  of  contract,  and  that,  in 

consideration  of  the  insufficient  manner  in  which  the  house  has 

been  finished,  Messrs.  Oxford  <£  C!o.  are  to  retain  the  rent  for  this 

house  for  the  first  quarter  in  the  third  year  of  this  lease  towards- 

renewing  and  repairing  the  fittings — £300  from  the  1st  of  January 

to  the  1st  of  April,  1867." 

The  Appellants  also,  after  taking  possession  of  No.  1,  made  con- 
siderable alterations  therein,  and  undertook  to  replace  the  same  in 
the  original  state,  if  required,  on  the  expiration  of  the  lease. 

On  the  3rd  of  May,  1864,  the  Respondents  sent  notice  to  the 
Appellants  that  No.  4  was  finished,  and  on  the  24th  of  that 
month  the  Appellants  wrote  to  the  Bespondents,  stating  what 
defects  they  required  the  Bespondents  to  make  good  before  they 

■ 

would  take  possession,  and  what  defects  they  should  call  on  the 
Bespondents  to  undertake  to  remedy.  These  defects  were  remedied 
by  the  Bespondents. 

The  Appellants  took  possession  of  No.  4  on  the  27th  of  May, 
1864,  and  thus  they  had  complete  possession  of  all  the  buildings,, 
haying  taken  possession  of  the  several  buildings  at  the  dates  fol* 
lowing,  namely : — of  the  lower  part  of  No.  1,  in  June,  1863 ;  of 
the  upper  part  of  No.  1,  in  September,  1863 ;  of  No.  2,  in  October, 
1863 ;  of  No.  3,  in  November,  1863 ;  and  of  No,  4,  in  May,  1864. 
The  Appellants  paid  rent  to  the  Bespondents,  from  time  to  time, 
according  to  the  agreement,  and  they  sub-let  at  different  times  all 
the  buildings  except  No.  3,  which  they  occupied  as  a  dwelling- 
house  and  place  of  business. 

During  the  progress  of  the  buildings  the  terms  of  a  lease  of  the 
property  were  discussed  between  the  Appellants  and  Bespondents,. 
and  Mr.  Cooper  mentioned  in  the  original  agreement  prepared  a 
draft  lease  in  the  month  of  July,  1863.  Such  draft  lease  wa& 
agreed  to  by  the  parties,  with  the  exception  of  the  clause  relating 
to  repairs.    This  clause  was  agreed  to  be  altered  in  accordance 
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with  the  following  letter  addressed  by  the  Appellants  to  the  Soli-       J.  0. 
citor  who  was  then  acting  on  their  behalf: —  1868 

**  Edward  Latoreneef  Esq.  Oxpoud 

"  Shanghai,  3  Augt.,  1863.        p^^;^. 
"  Dear  Sir,  

"  We  have  agreed  with  Mr.  Provand  about  the  clause  re- 
garding repairs.  *  Lessor  agrees  to  repair  any  damage  arising 
through  the  act  of  God,  or  faulty  construction  of  walls,  roofs,  and 
beams,  and  lessee  to  repair  damages  arising  from  any  other  cause 
than  the  above ;'  and  we  now  request  you  to  draw  the  lease  accord- 
ingly as  soon  as  possible. 

"  Tours  truly, 

(Signed)    '' Oxford  d  Co." 

The  draft  lease  as  prepared  by  Mr.  Cooper  was  not,  however, 
altered,  and  nothing  more  took  place  at  the  time  between  the  par- 
ties in  reference  to  the  preparation  of  a  lease. 

At  the  end  of  the  year  1864  the  Bespondents  called  upon  the 
Appellants  to  accept  a  lease  of  the  property  according  to  the  terms 
agreed  on  between  them,  and  tendered  them  a  lease  accordingly, 
but  the  Appellants  refused  to  execute  the  same,  and  on  the  7th  of 
January,  1865,  in  a  letter  sent  by  them  to  the  Bespondents,  they 
wrote  (among  other  things)  as  follows: — ^**We  have,  therefore, 
taken  legal  opinion  as  to  our  liability  to  sign  a  lease,  and  we  find 
that  we  are  not  liable  to  sign  a  lease  for  fifteen  years  from  the 
date  of  the  agreement,  or  any  lease  whatever.  We  consider  our- 
selves occupants  or  tenants  from  year  to  year  only,  and  as  such 
we  hereby  give  you  notice  that  we  shall  quit  the  premises  we  now 
occupy  on  the  31st  of  December  of  the  present  year." 

As  the  Appellants  persisted  in  their  refusal  to  accept  any  lease 
of  the  property,  the  Bespondents  filed  a  petition,  on  the  18th  of 
October,  1865,  in  Her  Majesty's  Supreme  Court  for  China  and  , 

Japan,  against  the  Appellants,  and  prayed  that  the  Appellants 
might  be  ordered  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  the  memorandum  of 
agreement  of  the  27th  of  April,  1863,  and  to  execute  the  lease 
tendered  to  them. 

The  Appellants,  by  their  answer,  insisted  that  the  Bespondents 
had  not  performed  their  part  of  the  contract,  that  there  were 
structural  and  other  defects  in  some  of  the  buildings,  which  would, 

3  02 
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J.O.  if  a  lease  were  executed  by  them  in  terms  of  the  memorandum 
1868  of  agreement,  subject  them,  under  the  covenants  to  maintain 
O^oRD  ^^d  repair,  to  a  large  annual  outlay  above  the  yearly  rent  and 
ordinary  repairs,  and  that  it  would  be  impossible  to  inhabit  the 
premises  with  safety  or  comfort,  or  to  sublet  the  same  during 
the  whole  or  any  portion  of  the  term  of  fifteen  years,  and  they, 
by  their  answer,  refused  to  execute  the  said  lease  or  any  lease 
whatever. 

The  cause  was  referred  to  the  Assistant  Judge  of  the  Court 
(C.  W.  Ooodwin,  Esq.),  and  was  heard  by  him.  Witnesses  were 
examined  as  to  the  alterations  and  repairs,  and  documentary 
evidence,  consisting,  besides  the  above  memorandum  of  agree- 
ment, of  a  lengthy  correspondence  between  the  parties  during  the 
preparation  of  the  agreement  and  the  progress  of  the  buildings  and 
houses,  was  produced.  Judgment  was  delivered  by  the  Assistant 
Judge  on  the  21st  of  December,  1865,  when  he  ordered  that 
the  Bespondents'  petition  should  be  dismissed,  with  200  dollars 
costs. 

The  cause  was  afterwards  re-heard  before  the  Chief  Judge  (Sir 
Edmund  Ebmhy),  and  additional  witnesses  were  examined.  The 
effect  of  whose  evidence  is  mentioned  in  the  judgment.  The 
Chief  Judge  delivered  judgment  on  the  27th  of  March,  1866,  and 
decreed  specific  performance  of  the  agreement,  and  a  reference  to 
the  proper  OflScer  of  the  Court  to  settle  a  lease  in  conformity  with 
the  agreement.  In  the  course  of  his  judgment  the  Chief  Judge 
observed : — "  It  must  be  remembered,  in  deciding  this  case,  that 
the  Defendants  had  full  knowledge  of  the  Builder's  contract, 
that  they,  themselves,  employed  an  Architect,  and,  from  time  to 
time,  made  suggestions,  which  were  carried  out.  No  doubt  com- 
plaints were  made,  but  the  evidence  tends  to  shew  that  there  was 
every  disposition  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintifib  to  remove  the  cause 
of  them  by  all  means  at  their  command ;  and,  if  anything  has 
not  been  done  that  might  have  been  done  in  January,  1865, 
the  Defendants  have  no  one,  as  it  appears  to  me,  to  thank  but 
themselves.  This  is  no  case  of  concealment  or  misrepresentation. 
Both  parties  knew,  the  one  as  well  as  the  other,  the  facilities  and 
inconveniences  of  building  in  Shanffhai,  the  nature  of  its  climate, 
the  materials  employed,  and  the  unskilfulness  of  its  workmen. 
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and,  in  the  absence  of  any  specific  arrangement  as  to  the  cha-        J.  0. 
lacter  or  class  of  houses  to  be  built,  they  must  be  held  to  have        186S 
contracted  the  one  to  biuld,  and  the  other  to  occupy,  houses  such      Ozfobd 
as  could  then  be  built  with  the  means  and  appliances  at  hand."     phoyahs. 
The  Chief  Judge  afterwards  proceeded  as  follows : — "  My  decision        — 
is  based  on  the  following  reasons :  I  think  the  Plaintiffs,  if  they 
have  not  actually  performed  to  the  letter  their  agreement,  have 
shewn  every  readiness  and  willingness  to  perform  it,  and  they  are 
still  ready  and  willing ;  that  there  ia  insufiScient  evidence  of  radical 
structural  defects,  and  distinct  evidence  that  the  deficiencies  may  be 
cured  by  the  expenditure  of— comparatively  to  the  rent  reserved — 
a  small  sum ;  that  there  is  no  special  covenant  to  repair  on  the 
part  of  the  tenant.    They  must  be  taken  to  have  contracted  to 
lease  honses  such  as  could  then  be  built  with  the  materials  and 
labour  at  hand ;  that  the  evidence  shews  they  were  so  built, 
although  the  internal  fittings  are  now  admitted  faulty,  although  it 
may  be  doubted  whether  such  faultiness  is  the  result  of  original 
incompetence  or  unfitness,  or  the  want  of  reasonable  care  in  the 
use  of  them  by  the  tenant ;  that  the  Defendants  had  every  oppor- 
tunity afforded  them,  and  availed  themselves  of  it,  of  seeing  how 
the  buildings  were  being  built ;  that  the  buildings  were  erected 
with  special  reference  to  their  requirements  and  wishes ;  that  they 
entered  on,  and  have  exercised  rights  such  as  no  tenant,  except  a 
tenant  for  a  long  term,  would  or  ought  to  exercise  ;  that  they  have 
sab-let  two  of  the  houses ;  that  the  tenants  left  these  two  houses 
at  the  request  of  the  Defendants,  and  not  in  consequence  of  the 
state  of  repair  which  their  houses  were  in ;  that  the  occupation  of 
the  Defendants  has  been  for  a  long  period ;  that  they  are  not 
hound  under  the  agreement  to  do  repairs  other  than  those  required 
by  law  and  usage ;  that,  with  respect  to  the  house  they  occupy, 
they  have  waived  any  ground  of  complaint  as  to  its  internal 
fittings  by  the  agreement  to  accept  a  re-abatement  of  rent  to  the 
amount  of  £300  ;  that,  if  such  amount  had  been  then  expended, 
the  repairs  required  now  would  not  have  been  so  extensive,  if, 
indeed,  any  would  have  been  required.     On  all  these  grounds  there 
must  be  a  decree  of  specific  performance,  and  a  reference  to  the 
proper  officer  of  this  Court  to  settle  a  lease  in  conformity  with  the 
agreement.    The  Plaintiffs  will,  of  course,  be  bound  to  act  up 
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J.  C.  to  their  engagements,  or  otherwise  incur  the  penalty  which,  in  the 

1868  shape  of  damages,  a  Court  of  Law  will  be  able  to  inflict  on  them." 

(^^jjp  The  Appellants  applied  to  the  Supreme  Court  for  leave  to  appeal 

_    ^'  from  the  decree  made  thereon  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  which 

Provamd.  ,  J      J  » 

was  granted  upon  certain  terms.    The  appeetl  now  came  on  for 

hearing. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  A.  O.  Marten,  for  the  Appel- 
lants:— 

It  was  objected  in  the  Court  below  that  the  Bespondents  had 
not  a  valid  lease  of  the  premises  in  question,  the  lease  to  them  not 
being  under  seal,  and,  therefore,  void  under  the  Statute  of  Frauds. 
That  they  were,  therefore,  unable  to  make  a  title  for  the  unexpired 
term  of  the  lease  proposed  to  be  granted  to  the  Appellants.  An- 
other objection  was  also  taken  on  the  ground  of  laches  on  the  part 
of  the  Bespondents,  that  notwithstanding  the  notice  of  ihe  7th  of 
January,  1865,  that  the  Appellants  would  not  take  any  lease  of 
the  premises,  no  proceedings  were  taken  to  enforce  the  agreement 
until  the  18th  of  October  in  that  year.  We  apprehend  there  are 
other  sufficient  objections  to  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  without 
now  resorting  to  these  grounds  of  objection. 

A  Court  of  Equity  will  not  decree  specific  performance  of  an  agree- 
ment such  as  that  of  the  27th  of  April,  1868.  In  the  first  place  it 
is  not  shewn  that  Smith,  through  whom  the  Bespondents  derive 
title,  was  a  British  subject,  and  as  such  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
Treaty  of  Nankin.  The  presumption  is,  that  the  lex  rei  sitm  applies : 
PhUlimorej  Inter.  Law,  voL  iv.,  p.  532;  but,  without  relying  strongly 
upon  this  point,  we  submit  that  no  title  by  SmUh  has  been  shewn, 
and,  therefore,  though  possession  was  taken,  the  Court  will  not 
enforce  the  contract :  TiUey  v.  Thomas  (1).  First :  the  Bespondents 
never  did  the  acts  agreed  to  be  done  by  them.  The  buildings  which 
ought  to  have  been  erected  and  finished  by  the  Bespondents  upon 
the  property  in  question,  were  really  never  built  or  finished  in  a 
workmanlike  manner,  or  made  tenantable  or  fit  for  occupation. 
Notwithstanding  repeated  complaints  on  the  part  of  the  Appel- 
lants, the  Bespondents  refused  and  neglected  to  do  the  works  and 
repairs  requisite  for  placing  the  buildings  on  the  premises  in 

(1)  Law  Eep.  3  Ch.  61. 
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tenantable  repair,  and  fit  for  occupation.     Such  an  agreement       J.  a 
cannot  be  enforced.    In  Brace  v.  Wehnert  (1),  A.  agreed  to  grant       1868 
a  lease  to  £•  as  soon  as  B.  should  have  built  a  house  according     q^bd 
to  a  plan  to  be  submitted  to  and  approved  by  A.     B.  agreed         «• 

to  build  and  take  the  lease ;  no  plan  haying  been  approved  of,        

the  Court  refused  to  decree  for  a  specific'  performance.  The  case 
of  TUdedey  v.  Qarhson  (2)  very  much  resembles  the  present. 
In  that  case  A,  agreed  to  take  fix)m  B.  a  lease  of  an  unfinished 
house,  containing  covenants  on  the  part  of  A.  to  repair  and  keep 
in  repair.  B.  agreed  to  finish  the  house,  but  the  Court  declined  to 
compel  A,  to  take  the  lease,  the  house  having  been  finished  in  such 
a  defective  manner  as  to  make  it  unreasonabla  Secondly:  the 
agreement  is  vague  and  uncertain  in  that  part  which  provides 
that  the  wishes  of  the  Appellants  should  be  consulted  in  making 
the  buildings,  and  cannot  be  carried  out :  Norris  v.  Jackson  (3). 
In  Taylor  v.  PortmgUm  (4)  an  agreement  to  take  a  lease  of  a 
bouse  if  put  into  thorough  repair,  and  the  drawing-rooms  '^  hand- 
somely decorated  according  to  the  present  style,"  was  held  too 
uncertain  for  the  Court  to  enforce.  So  again,  the  stipulation 
with  respect  to  making  a  '^proper  contract,"  is  too  uncertain  to 
be  specifically  decreed.  The  Appellants  were  entitled  to  damages 
lor  the  non-building  and  completion  of  the  houses,  as  agreed  to 
be  done  by  the  Bespondents :  Soames  v.  Edge  (5). 

But  even  if  the  agreement  should  be  decreed  to  be  specifically 
performed,  the  decree  complained  of  cannot  stand.  That  decree 
does  not  direct  any  inquiry  as  to  the  title  of  the  lessors,  and  gives 
no  direction  that  they  should  place  the  premises  in  a  tenantable 
condition.  The  decree  refers  the  matter  to  the  Begistrar  to  settle 
a  lease  in  conformity  to  certain  covenants  contained  in  the  letter 
of  the  3rd  of  August,  1863,  which  were  not  within  the  intention 
of  the  parties  to  the  original  agreement,  or  incorporated  in  it, 
first,  for  the  Appellants  to  make  substantial  repairs  during  the 
term  of  the  lease,  and,  secondly,  for  the  Bespondents  to  allow  the 
Appellants  the  sum  of  £300  in  consideration  of  the  insuflScient  way 
in  which  one  of  the  houses  was  built. 

«       (1)  25  Beav.  348.  (3)  IJ.  &  H.  319. 

(2)  80  md.  419.  (4)  7  De  G.  M.  &  G.  328. 

(5)  1  John.  669. 
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J.  C.  Mr.  BaggdHay,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  F.  8.  ReQly,  for  the  Eespon-^ 

1868       dents : — 


Oxford         There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Bespondents  were,  in  equity,^ 
Pbovakd.     entitled  to  have  the  agreement  in  question  specifically  performed. 
Lord  Justice  iJott,  in  TiUey  v,  Thomas  (1),  says,  "  contracts  of  this 
nature  ought  to  be  performed,"  and  the  Court  only  refused  in  that 
case  to  decree  specific  performance  as  time  was  the  essence  of  the 
contract :  Nohes  v.  Lord  KUmorey  is  to  the  same  effect  (2).    There 
has  been  in  this  case  part  performance,  and  the  agreement  ex- 
tensively acted  on  by  both  parties.    On  the  faith  of  such  agree- 
ment, the  Bespondents  have   expended  very  considerable  sums- 
of  money  in  erecting  buildings;  these  have  been  made  in  pur- 
suance of  the  agreement,  and,  to  a  great  extent,  erected  accord- 
ing to  plans  discussed  between  the  parties  under  the  supervision 
of  the  Appellants  and  their  Surveyors,  at  whose   requisitions 
alterations  were  from  time  to  time  made.    It  is  true  that  one 
of  the  houses  was  not  finished  to  the  entire  satisfaction  of  the 
Appellants,  but  they  agreed  to  accept  £300  to  be  laid  out  by 
themselves  towards  renewing  and  repairing  the  fittings.    The  Ap- 
pellants took  possession,  under  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  Aprils 
1863,  of  the  different  buildings,  and  remained  in  such  possession 
for  a  very  considerable  time.    They  underlet  some  of  them,  and 
made  alterations  in  other  portions,  and  then,  after  they  had  been 
for  a  considerable  time  in  possession,  they  proceeded  to  discuss 
with  the  Bespondents  the  terms  in  which  the  lease,  and  par^* 
ticularly  the  covenant  respecting  repairs,  should  be  executed^ 
The  objection  to  the  agreement  on  the  score  of  vagueness  and 
indefiniteness  is  untenable.    There  may  be  a  close  connection, 
between  vagueness,  or  want  of  precision,  and  impossibility  of  per- 
formance, but  that  does  not  prevail  here.     The  agreement  has 
been  acted  upon,  and  the  Court  can  judge  how  far  the  agreement 
as  to  the  .buildings  has  been  performed.     None  of  the  authorities 
referred  to  by  the  Appellants  apply  to  this  case.   Tildesley  v.  CHarJc- 
son  (3)  is  distinguishable.     There  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  refused 
specific  performance  to  take  a  lease,  as  the  house  in  question  was 
finished  in  such  a  defective  manner  as  to  make  it  unreasonable. 

(1)  Law  Hep.  3  CL  72.        (2)  1  De  G.  &  S.  444.        (3)  30  Beav.  419. 
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There  was  no  laches  in  bringing  this  suit.    If  the  suit  had  been  j.  o. 

brought  while  the  contract  was  wholly  executory,  some  of  the  1868 

objections  now  urged  might  have  prevailed,  but  here  there  Has  o^^ 

been  part  performance.  PbovW 

Their  Lordships  reserved  their  judgment,  whiah  was  now  pro-        ^ 
nounced  by  ^^^ 

Sib  Whjliam  Erlb  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  China 
and  Japan  in  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  a  Memorandum 
of  agreement  dated  at  Shanghai^  the  27th  of  April,  1863.  [His 
Lordship  read  the  agreement^  amie^  p.  136.] 

The  Plaintiffs  in  the  suit  prayed  that  the  Defendants  might 
be  ordered  to  carry  out  the  terms  of  that  Memorandum,  and  to 
execute  the  underlease  set  out  in  the  record,  which,  it  was  alleged, 
had  been  approved  of  by  the  Defendants.    The  Defendants,  by 
their  answer,  denied,  among  other  things,  that  the  Plaintiffs  had 
performed  their  part  of  the  contract  in  respect  of  the  buildings 
mentioned  therein,  and  they  contended  in  argument  that  the  agree- 
ment was  so  vague  that  a  suit  for  the  specific  performance  of  the 
part  of  it  relating  to  a  *' proper  contract  ^  could  not  be  maintained. 
These  defences  were  overruled  by  the  decree  of  the  Court  below, 
for  the  reasons  stated  in  the  judgment  of  Chief  Justice  Hornhy, 
upon  which  that  decree  was  founded,  against  which  judgment  this 
appeal  was  brought.     The  Appellants  here,  in  addition  to  the 
defence  in  the  Court  below,  have  contended  that  the  decree  founded 
on  that  judgment  is  bad,  because  in  the  part  referring  it  to  the 
Registrar  to  settle  a  lease  in  conformity  with  the  agreement, 
the  decree  orders  that  such  lease  shall  contain  clauses  and  cove- 
nants in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  a  letter,  dated  the  3rd 
of  August,  1863,  and  with  the  terms  of  the  inclosed  Memorandum, 
which  it  may  be  convenient  to  call  the  additional  Memorandum, 
the  effect  of  which  two  documents  is  to  impose  on  the  lessor,  first, 
the  duty  of  doing  the  substantial  repairs  to  the  premises  during 
the  term ;  and,  secondly,  the  duty  of  allowing  to  the  lessees  (the 
Defendants)  £300,  being  the  seventh  quarter's  rent,  in  considera- 
tion of  the  insufficient  manner  in  which  the  house  (No.  3)  has 
been  finished. 
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J.  G.  The  case  is  complicated^  and  the  Appellants  raised  many  points, 

1868       which  resolve  themselves  iato  five,  two  of  form,  two  of  substance, 

'    On^     besides  the  objection  to  the  decree,  as  above  mentioned.     Of  these 

^«*'         in  their  order.     The  two  points  of  form,  viz.,  that   the  lease  to 

Messrs.  Pravand  was  void  because  there  was  no  seal,  and  that  the 

suit  ought  to  fall  by  reason  of  the  delay  in  commencing  it,  were 
shewn  in  the  course  of  the  argument  to  be  imtenable,  and  when 
that  was  clearly  proved  it  was  admitted  by  the  Defendants.  The 
two  points  of  substance  related,  the  first  to  the  supposed  vagueness 
of  the  Memorandum  of  agreement  of  the  27th  of  April,  1863,  and 
the  second,  to  the  non-performance  by  the  Plaintifls  of  their  duty 
under  that  agreement.  The  remaining  objection  was  to  part  of 
the  decree. 

With  respect  to  the  supposed  vagueness  of  the  Memorandum  of 
agreement,  their  Lordships  propose  to  consider  what  is  the  true 
construction  of  that  Memorandum,  having  regard  to  the  terms 
of  the  instrument  and  to  the  surrounding  circumstances,  and  also, 
in  reference  to  this  suit  for  specific  performance,  to  the  conduct  of 
the  parties  in  the  interval  between  the  making  of  the  agreement 
and  the  commencement  of  the  suit. 

This  contract  operates  by  way  of  mutual  agreement.  The 
Plaintiffs  below  agree  to  transfer  thja  residue  of  a  term  in  certain 
premises,  and  to  build  or  finish  houses  thereon,  and  to  proceed 
with  the  building  at  once,  and  to  consult  the  Defendants'  wishes  in 
finishing  the  houses  then  being  built  and  in  building  the  house 
then  not  commenced.  The  Defendants  below  agree  to  take  the 
term  so  to  be  transferred,  and  to  pay  a  rent  of  £4,000  per  annum, 
divided  into  three  portions,  the  liability  for  each  portion  to  begin 
from  the  time  when  the  house  to  which  that  portion  relates  is 
finished  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  delivered  by  them  into  the  possession 
of  the  Defendants.  Both  parties  further  agree  that  a  proper  con- 
tract shall  be  drawn  for  them  to  execute  by  a  Solicitor  named  by 
them. 

In  their  Lordships'  opinion  the  terms  of  this  Memorandum  of 
agreement,  taken  by  themselves,  clearly  express  the  intentions  of 
the  parties.  The  contract  bound,  from  the  moment  it  was  made, 
the  respective  parties  to  do  the  acts  which  each  was  to  perform,  in 
the  order  which  is  to  be  collected  therefrom.    The  stipulation  that 
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a  proper  contract  should  be  made  by  a  legal  adviser  is  isolated  J.  a 
from  the  other  stipulations  in  point  of  sequence,  and  might  have  1868 
been  perfonned  either  directly  after  the  Memorandum  had  been  oxtobd 
signed,  or  when  possession  was  given  of  the  first  house  (as  ex- 
pressly provided  in  the  proposal  of  the  21st  of  April,  which  led  to 
the  agreement  of  the  27th)9  or  at  any  subsequent  time  either 
before  or  after  the  completion  of  aU  or  any  of  the  houses.  By  the 
Memorandum  all  the  essentials  to  the  relation  between  lessor  aiid 
lessee  are  ascertained,  viz.,  the  interest  in  the  term  is  bound  by  the 
signature  of  the  parties  to  the  memorandum,  and  the  duration  of 
ihe  term,  the  amount  of  rent,  the  time  for  taking  possession  of  the 
respective  portions,  and  the  time  from  whence  the  rent  should 
b^in  to  accrue  due,  are  clearly  stated.  The  stipulation  for  a 
proper  contract  is  usual  where  the  parties  make  the  agreement  in 
their  own  language  for  a  transfer  of  an  interest  in  land  in  the 
performance  of  which  technical  skill  is  wanted.  The  legal  adviser 
chosen  by  the  parties  (or  in  case  of  8uit>  the  Begistrar)  has  to 
express  in  detail  what  are  the  legal  and  usual  provisions  in  such  a 
<^ase  in  respect  of  repairs  and  rates  and  taxes,  and  to  settle  whether 
the  mode  of  transfer  shall  be  by  assignment  or  underlease. 

The  duties  arising  by-law  from  the  relation  either  between  lessor 
and  lessee,  or  between  assignor  and  assignee  of  a  lease,  may  be 
modified  according  to  usage,  and  the  named  referee,  or  his  substi- 
tute, or  the  Begistrar,  has  to  express  the  detail  of  that  which  is  in- 
volved, according  to  legal  implication,  in  the  more  general  terms 
of  the  memorandum. 

So  far  their  Lordships  have  considered  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract itsel£  They  now  refer  to  the  surrounding  circumstances. 
The  leases  to  the  Messrs.  Provand,  the  Plaintiffs,  with  a  plan  of 
the  premises,  were  shewn  to  the  Messrs.  Oxford,  the  Defendants, 
before  they  made  the  agreement  of  the  27th  of  April,  1863.  If  the 
interest  of  the  Plaintiffs  thereunder  was  assigned  to  the  Defendants 
as  Assignees,  the  Defendants  would  be  subject  to  all  the  terms 
in  those  leases  which  according  to  law  would  run  with  the  land ; 
but  if  the  mode  of  transfer  should  be  by  underlease  instead  of 
assignment,  the  terms  of  the  underlease  would,  in  usual  course,  be 
analogous  to  those  in  the  lease  transferred,  subject  to  modifications 
according  to  legal  usage  in  respect  of  any  alteration  of  the  build- 
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J.  C.       ings  after  the  grant  of  the  lease  to  be  transferred.    In  the  present 

18C8        case,  the  parties  added  the  stipulation,  that  the  Plaintiffs  should 

Oxford     consult  the  wishes  of  the  Defendants  in  completing  the  buildings- 

Pbovand.     ^^^^c^  w^^®  ^  ^^  built. 
-—  It  has  been  objected  that  this  part  of  the  agreement  relating  ta 

consulting  the  wishes  of  the  Defendants  in  making  the  building& 
is  so  vague,  that  specific  performance  of  the  other  part  of  the 
agreement  relating  to  making  a  proper  contract  cannot  be  enforced. 
But  to  this  objection  there  are  two  answers,  by  which  the  vague- 
ness complained  of,  if  it  had  existed,  would  have  been  removed, 
first,  by  reference  to  the  surrounding  circumstances ;  and  secondly^ 
by  reason  of  the  part  execution  by  the  Plaintiffs  of  the  duties  ta 
be  performed  on  their  part.  The  circumstances  shew  that  the 
part  of  the  contract  relating  to  building  had  as  much  certainty  as 
an  ordinary  building  contract  admits  of.  As  to  the  house  No.  1  oil 
the  plan,  it  was  an  agreement  for  the  delivery  of  a  specific  thing 
agreed  on  between  the  parties.  That  house  had  not  been  injured 
by  the  fire,  and  the  Plaintiffs  did  not  contract  to  alter  it ;  but  the 
Defendants  chose  to  alter  it  for  their  own  purposes  by  their  own. 
builder,  to  the  detriment  both  of  the  building  and  of  the  interest 
of  the  lessor,  and  they  are  not  entitled  to  take  any  advantage 
therefrom.  As  to  the  two  houses  in  course  of  building,  Nos.  2 
and  4,  the  Defendants,  before  they  made  the  agreement  of  the  27th 
April,  1863,  saw  the  j)lans  and  specifications,  and  building  con- 
tracts for  the  houses,  and  made  their  agreement  by  reference  thereto, 
with  the  additional  stipulation  that  their  wishes  should  be  consulted 
in  the  course  of  the  building.  The  plans  and  specifications  for 
these  two  houses  defined,  with  as  much  precision  as  the  subject  ia 
capable  o^  the  dimensions,  materials,  and  workmanship  which  the 
builder  was  bound  to  supply.  As  to  one  of  them,  the  Defendants 
substituted  another  plan.  Both  houses  were  completed,  as  the 
Plaintiffs  allege,  according  to  these  plans,  with  opportunities  foe 
the  Defendants  constantly  to  inspect  the  work,  by  themselves  and 
by  their  architect,  as  it  went  on.  Their  wishes  the  Plaintifb  were 
bound  to  consult.  Those  wishes  were  expressed  in  many  of  the 
letters  which  have  been  produced ;  but  the  greater  part  of  these 
letters  ought  to  be  distinguished  from  complaints  of  breach  of 
contract,  as  they  are  querulous  letters,  not  unusual  in  building 
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operations^  expressiTe  of  the  wishes  of  the  party  in  the  performance       J.  C. 
of  the  work.    The  rent  of  the  two  houses,  Nos.  2  and  4^  as  well  as        I868 
of  the  house  No.  1,  was  to  become  due  from  the  time  when  such      q^^d 
houses  respectively  should  hare  been  delivered  as  finished  accord-    j.    ^' 

ing  to  contract  by  the  Plaintiffii  to  the  Defendants,  and  accepted        

by  the  Defendants  accordingly.  All  the  three  houses  were  so 
accepted  by  the  Defendants,  and  rent  was  paid  for  them  for  several 
quarters ;  and  Nos.  2  and  4  were  sub-let  to  lessees,  who  would  have 
continued  to  occupy  them  if  the  Defendants  had  not  interfered  to 
induce  them  to  leave.  As  to  these  three  houses,  the  Plaintiffs' 
contract  was  sufiSciently  certain  as  it  was  made,  and  if  there  had 
been  ground  for  doubt,  it  would  have  been  removed  by  perfor- 
mance. If  the  Appellants  supposed  that  the  Builder's  contract, 
with  a  precise  specification,  could  be  at  all  affected  by  implications 
from  the  fashion  which  prevailed  among  other  Merchants  of 
Shanghai  in  respect  of  the  houses  they  chose  to  inhabit,  such  sup- 
position was  a  mistake.  Each  contract  for  a  house  is  singular,  and 
must  be  construed  without  reference  to  other  contracts  for  other 
houses,  unless  it  contains  terms  of  reference  thereto.  Upon  these 
facts  their  Lordships  consider  that  as  to  these  three  houses  the 
objections  of  the  Defendants  (the  present  Appellants)  fail,  both  in 
respect  of  the  supposed  vagueness  of  the  contract,  and  in  respect 
of  the  supposed  non-performance  thereof  by  the  Plaintiffs. 

Then  with  respect  to  the  remaining  house,  No.  3  on  the  plan, 
for  the  Defendants'  own  occupation,  the  same  objection,  viz.,  that 
a  promise  to  consult  the  Defendants'  wishes  in  the  buUding  and 
finishing  thereof  was  so  vague  as  to  be  a  bar  to  any  suit  for  specific 
performance  of  another  part  of  the  agreement,  although  wholly 
distinct  therefrom,  was  more  strongly  pressed  on  their  Lordships' 
attention ;  but  the  force  of  the  objection  disappears  when  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances  relevant  to  that  stipulation  are  reviewed. 
By  the  letter  of  the  21st  of  April,  1863,  the  Defendants  make  the 
proposal  to  take  the  transfer  which  led  to  the  agreement  of  the 
'27th ;  and  in  this  letter  they  state  the  dimensions  of  the  house 
they  wish  for,  and  propose  to  hand  a  plan  to  the  Plaintiffs,  and 
offer  an  addition  of  £500  per  annum  to  the  rent  if  the  Plaintiffs 
will  undertake  the  building  thereof.  It  is  clear  that  this  proposal 
for  the  house  N9.  3,  was  agreed  to  and  became  part  of  the  contract 
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J.  c.  of  the  27th  of  April,  the  rent  being  £4,000  instead  of  £3,500  as  at 
1868  first  proposed.  It  further  appears  by  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Pravand 
Oxford  that  Messrs.  Oxford  handed  to  the  Plaintiffs  a  plan  for  the  house 
No.  3 ;  and  although  the  time  when  they  so  furnished  it  is  not 
mentioned,  it  is  almost  seK-eyident  that  the  Builder  must  have 
seen  the  plan  before  he  contracted  to  execute  it  at  a  certain  price. 
The  Defendants  inspected  the  buUding  thereof,  and  had  the  aid  of 
an  Architect  to  advise,  as  the  work  went  on ;  and  in  this  way  the 
meaning  of  the  parties  in  stipulating  that  the  wishes  of  Messrs. 
Oxford  should  be  consulted  in  the  building  of  the  house  is  made 
apparent  by  their  performance  of  that  stipulation.  It  appears  also, 
from  the  same  evidence,  that  the  house  was  built  according  to 
Messrs.  Oxford! t  plan,  although  there  are  many  letters  complaining 
that  joiners',  plasterers',  and  locksmiths'  work  was  not  as  good  as 
Messrs.  Oxford  wished  and  had  a  right  to  expect ;  but  of  this  more 
hereafter.  Their  Lordships  are  now  considering  whether  Messrs* 
Oxford  are  well-founded  in  asserting  that  the  contract  was  so  vaguo 
in  respect  of  building  that  a  stipulation  in  it  unconnected  with 
building  cannot  be  enforced,  although  the  building  has  been  either 
performed  or  nearly  performed. 

The  contract  and  the  circumstances  relevant  thereto  being  aa 
above  explained,  their  Lordships  do  not  stop  to  inquire  whether  a 
suit  for  specific  performance  of  the  stipulation  for  a  ^'proper  con- 
tract "  could  have  been  maintained  at  once ;  but  having  regard  to 
that  which  had  been  done  before  the  suit  was  commenced,  they 
consider  that  there  was  not  such  uncertainty  as  to  be  a  bar  to  this 
suit. 

The  second  point  relied  on  for  the  Appellants  (the  Defendants  in 
the  original  suit)  was  an  allegation  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  so  £Ekr 
£Eiiled  in  the  performance  of  the  promises  on  their  part  to  be  per- 
formed before  October,  1865  (the  date  of  the  commencement  of 
this  suit),  that  the  Court  below  ought  to  have  refused  to  assist 
them  by  decreeing  a  specific  performance  of  the  stipulation  for 
executing  ^  a  proper  contract ;"  and  they  referred  to  the  principle 
that  a  party  seeking  equity  must  do  equity. 

They  contend  that  the  conduct  of  the  Plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the 
contract  has  given  them  a  right  to  treat  the  contract  as  annulled 
thereby,  and  to  repudiate  the  transfer  of  the  Plaintiflfe*  interest. 
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The  Defendants  seek  under  this  pretext  to  release  tbemselyes  from       J.  o. 
the  payment  of  a  rent  amounting  altogether  to  nearly  £50,000,        1868 
and  to  compel  the  Plaintiffs  to  resume  possession  of  the  premises      Ozfobd 
in  their  altered  state.    The  Plaintiffs  would  thus  become  liable  to     ^   ^• 

their  lessoTS,  upon  the  leases  which  they  contracted  to  assign,  to       

pay  rent  exceeding  £20,000 ;  and  are  to  be  liable  also  for  damages 
for  alterations  made  by  the  Defendants,  contrary  to  the  contract 
between  the  Plaintiffs  and  their  lessors,  as  well  as  for  loss  by  deterio- 
ration of  premises  by  reason  of  desertion,  and  for  all  rates  and 
taxes.     And  besides  these  direct  pecuniary  losses,  the  Plaintiffs 
are  to  resume  possession,  when  the  market  is  low,  of  houses  which 
they  agreed  to  assign  when  the  market  was  high.     This  formidable 
loss  Messrs.  Oxford  claim  to  inflict  on  Messrs.  Provand  because,  as 
it  is  alleged,  they  failed  to  do  equity  to  the  extent  of  laying  out 
about  £1,000  in  plasterers',  joiners',  and  locksmiths'  work ;  and 
this  work,  as  far  as  it  could  be  claimed  under  the  building  con- 
tract, Messrs.  Provand  offered  to  do  if  Messrs.  Oxford  would  exe- 
cute an  underlease.    But  as  Messrs.  Oxford  claimed  to  annul  the 
agreement  altogether,  and  to  throw  back  the  premises  upon  the 
lessor,  without  any  right  for  so  doing,  they  in  a  manner  prevented 
Messrs.  Provand  firom  going  on  to  fulfil  their  contract  till  the 
question  thus  wrongfully  raised  by  Messrs.  Oxford  was  determined ; 
and  under  these  circumstances  Messrs.  Oxford  cannot  take  advan- 
tage of  their  own  wrong ;  that  is,  of  the  non-completion  of  the 
house  No.  3,  caused  by  their  own  wrong.    Their  Lordships  assume 
that  the  claim  of  Messrs.  Oxford  to  annul  the  agreement  of  the 
27th  of  April,  1865,  is  altogether  untenable. 

It  is  clear  that  the  Court  may  exercise  a  discretion  in  granting 
or  withholding  a  decree  for  specific  performance ;  and  in  the  exer- 
cise of  that  discretion  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties,  and  their  respective  interests  under  the  con- 
tract, are  to  be  remembered.  In  reviewing  the  evidence  on  this 
point,  the  Court  must  be  careful  to  distinguish  between  evidence 
of  opinion  and  evidence  of  facts.  If  a  party  has  an  interest  in 
depreciating  a  building,  it  is  not  difficult  to  obtain  opinions  that  it 
is  unfinished,  uninhabitable,  untenantable,  and  so  forth.  But  the 
Court  must  endeavour  to  ascertain  the  real  facts ;  and  it  seems  a 
very  cogent  fact  in  this  case  that  the  balance  of  the  evidence 
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J.  c.  establishes  that  the  ^ehole  premises  conld  have  been  put  into  com- 

1868  plete  order,  according  to  the  construction  of  the  contract  most  un- 

o^osD  fevonrable  to  the  Plaintiffs,  by  an  outlay  of  £1,000. 

V-  Then,  if  the  Court  examines  the  conduct  of  the  parties  in 

Pboyand. 

respect  of  each  of  the  four  houses  which  the  Defendants  claim  to 

throw  back  on  the  Plaintiffs'  hands,  the  equity  of  the  Defendants' 
contention  will  be  better  appreciated.  As  to  the  proceedings  in 
relation  to  the  houses  Nos.  1,  2,  and  4,  their  Lordships  haye 
already  expressed  their  opinion.  In  the  house  No.  3,  which  was 
occupied  by  the  Defendants  before  it  was  finished,  for  their  own 
convenience,  and  in  which  the  work  went  on  for  more  than  a  year 
in  their  presence,  and  with  the  knowledge  of  their  Architect,  the 
plasterers'  and  joiners'  and  locksmiths'  work  was  not  so  good  as  in 
some  other  houses ;  but  the  building  was  required  without  delay ; 
much  building  was  going  on,  and  good  workmen  and  good  mate- 
rials were  not  to  be  had.  The  agreement  to  allow  £300  for  these, 
perhaps,  inevitable  defects,  which  was  to  be  laid  out  by  the  Defen- 
dants themselves,  was  accepted  by  the  Defendants,  but  was  not  so 
laid  out  according  to  the  understanding  of  both  parties ;  and  the 
process  of  making  good  these  defects  was  going  on  when  the 
Defendants,  in  January,  1865,  claimed  to  throw  back  the  premises 
on  the  Plaintiffs'  hands,  and  to  put  an  end  to  the  agreement  of  the 
27th  of  April,  1863.  Messrs.  Oxford  had  furnished  the  plan 
(which  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business  would  mean  specifica- 
tion) ;  they  saw  the  materials  and  the  workmanship,  and  if  com- 
pletion was  delayed  it  would  have  been  an  inconvenience  to  them. 
The  justice  of  Messrs.  OxfarcCs  objections  to  the  locks,  bolts,  &c., 
may  be  estimated  by  the  fact  to  be  inferred  from  the  correspond- 
ence that  Messrs.  Promnd  got  the  best  articles  which  Shanffhai 
afforded ;  that,  on  Messrs.  Oxford^s  objections  to  these,  they  sent  to 
England  for  better  articles  (the  arrival  of  which  was  delayed 
because  it  was  necessary  to  have  them  made  expressly  for  this 
service) ;  and  that  the  substitution  of  these  articles  was  promised 
as  soon  as  the  mail  should  arrive.  The  house  was  delivered  by 
Messrs.  Provand  as  finished,  and  although  Messrs.  Oxf<yrd  protested 
against  admitting  that  it  was  finished,  they  kept  the  house,  and 
paid  rent  for  it  several  times. 
Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  Court  below  did  not  find  that  the 
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Plaintiffs  had  forfeited  by  their  own  default  the  usual  right  of  a  J.  0. 

party  to  a  contract  to  a  decree  in  equity  for  specific  performance,  ises 

and  their  Lordships  see  no  reason  for  dissenting  from  the  condu-  oztobd 

sion  of  the  Court  below  on  this  point.  ^    •• 

*  Pbovand. 

In  support  of  their  appeal  the  Defendants  objected  to  the  decree       

of  the  Court  below,  because  it  directed  that  the  underlease  should 
contain  a  clause  in  conformity  with  the  Defendants'  letter  to  Mr. 
LawrencSy  of  the  3rd  of  August,  1863,  which  says :  '^Lessor  agrees 
to  repair  any  damage  arising  from  the  act  of  God,  or  faulty  con- 
struction of  walls,  roofs,  and  beams,  and  lessee  to  repair  damages 
arising  from  any  other  cause  than  the  above ;"  and  also  in  con- 
formity with  the  terms  of  a  memorandum  sent  by  the  Defendants 
to  Mr.  Lawrence,  which  was  as  follows : — "  Eegarding  the  house 
occupied  by  Messrs.  Oxford  dt  Co.,  it  has  been  in  addition  agreed 
that  the  floors  are  to  be  kept  in  good  order  by  the  lessors  during 
the  term  of  contract,  and  that,  in  consideration  of  the  insufficient 
manner  in  which  this  house  has  been  finished,  Messrs.  Oxford  dt  Co. 
are  to  retain  the  rent  for  this  house  for  the  first  quarter  in  the 
third  year  of  this  lease  towards  renewing  and  repairing  the  fittings 
—£300,  from  the  1st  of  January  to  the  Ist  of  April,  1867." 

The  Memorandum  or  agreement  of  the  27th  of  April,  1863, "con- 
tains, in  the  words  **  a  proper  contract  to  be  made,"  a  stipulation 
entirely  separate  from  the  other  stipulations,  which  are  made  to  be 
inter-dependent  on  each  other,  as  above  fully  explained. 

For  the  specific  performance  of  this  stipulation  the  Court  ought 
to  ascertain  what  was  the  "proper  contract"  which  the  parties 
intended.  If  Mr.  Cooper  settled  it  according  to  legal  usage,  there 
would  be  no  doubt.  If  Mr.  Cooper  declined  to  act,  and  the  parties 
agreed  to  another  Solicitor,  he  might  settle  the  same  question. 
But  whether  Mr.  Cooper  or  Mr.  Lawrence  acted,  if  the  two  parties 
concurred  in  settling  what  they  considered  to  be  a  proper  contract 
according  to  legal  usage,  it  would  be  reasonable  for  the  Solicitor 
who  acted  as  arbiter  between  them  both  to  adopt  their  consent  if 
he  saw  nothing  improper  therein.  Now,  the  letter  of  the  3rd  of 
August,  1863,  purports  only  to  embody  the  construction  which  the 
parties  finally  and  by  consent  put  upon  their  respective  obligations 
to  repair — obligations  which  were  implied  in  the  original  contract 
whereof  a  specific  perforoiance  was  sought,  but  of  which  the  extent 

Vol.  II.  3  P 
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J.  0.  and  meaning  had  been  the  eubject  of  the  dispute  before  Mr.  Cooper. 

18G8  Their  Lordships  are,  therefore,  of  opinion  that  there  is  no  error  in 

(^^^jj  that  part  of  the  decree  which  directs  that  the  lease  shall  con- 

__  ••  tain  clauses  and  covenants  in  conformity  with  the  terms  of  this 

Provand.  "^ 

letter. 

The  objection  taken  to  the  incorporation  in  the  lease  of  the 
terms  of  the  second  Memorandum  is  more  formidable.  In  con- 
sidering it  their  Lordships  will  assume,  for  the  sake  of  argument, 
that  the  paper  was  suflSciently  proved  to  have  been  written  about 

« 

January,  1864,  by  Mr.  Amholdy  one  of  the  Defendants  (who  appears, 
however,  to  have  had  no  opportunity  of  explaining  it) ;  and  that  it 
was  intended  not  to  be  a  mere  proposal,  as  suggested  by  Sir  Boun- 
deU  PaJmeTy  but  to  express,  so  far  as  it  went,  a  concluded  agree- 
ment between  the  parties.  If  the  FlaintifTs  relied  on  that  agreement 
as  a  variation  or  modification  of  the  original  contract,  it  is  clear  that, 
according  to  the  uniform  course  of  CJourts  of  Equity,  and  every 
sound  principle,  they  ought  to  have  pleaded  it  as  such,  and  thus  to 
have  put  on  the  record  the  whole  of  the  subsisting  contract  which 
they  meant  to  prove,  and  of  which  they  sought  the  performance. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  it  is  to  be  treated  as  an  independent  agree- 
ment by  which  the  parties  have  fixed  the  compensation  to  be  made 
by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  Defendants  for  the  defective  finishing  of  one 
of  the  houses  (and  this  their  Lordships  think  is  the  reasonable  con- 
struction of  the  document),  it  is  no  part  of  the  contract  upon  which 
the  lease  is  founded,  and  ought  not  to  be  incorporated  in  that  docu- 
ment. 

In  dealing  with  it  as  he  has  done,  the  learned  Chief  Justice 
probably  considered  that  it  was  equitable  to  give  to  the  Defen- 
dants the  benefit  of  the  stipulations  concerning  the  repairs  of  the 
floors,  and  the  allowance  of  the  £300  by  which  the  Plaintiffs  had 
admitted  themselves  to  be  bound.  It  is  to  be  observed,  however, 
that  the  Defendants  do  not  ask  to  have  the  benefit  of  this  agree- 
ment. On  the  contrary,  they,  as  their  Lordships  understand,  object 
to  have  it  forced  upon  them  as  a  settlement  of  what  is  at  most 
only  a  portion  of  their  counterclaim  against  the  Plaintiffs  in  respect 
of  the  defective  construction  or  fittings  of  the  houses.  The  decree 
does  not  purport  to  determine  all  the  questions  thus  pending  be- 
tween the  parties.    The  Chief  Justice  himself,  in  his  judgment. 
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seems  to  assume  that  the  Defendants  may  bring  some  other  pro-        J.  0. 
ceedings  for  the  recovery  of  whatever  compensation  may  be  due  to        iscs 
them  for  the  defective  completion  of  the  houses,  in  so  far  as  their      oxfobd 
claim  was  not  covered  by  this  agreement  touching  house  No.  3.     p    ^• 

And  this  being  so,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  proper        

course  is  to  leave  the  Plaintiffs  to  get  the  benefit  of  this  Memoran- 
dum, which  was  never  properly  put  in  issue  in  this  suit,  in  any 
such  proceeding  as  may  hereafter  be  taken,  by  pleading  it  by  way 
of  accord  and  satisfaction  to  the  whole  or  part  of  the  Defendants' 
demand  ;  and  that  the  decree  under  appeal  should  be  amended  by 
striking  out  the  passage  which  relates  to  it.  Their  Lordships  have 
reluctantly  come  to  this  conclusion,  since  the  objection,  which  is 
independent  of  the  merits  of  the  case,  seems  hardly  to  have  been 
in  the  contemplation  of  the  Appellants  when  they  began  their 
appeal 

It  remains  to  consider  the  case  of  Tilderdey  v.  ClarTcs(m{l\ 
which  was  pressed  on  our  attention  as  a  strong  authority  in  support 
of  the  Appellants'  case,  in  which  a  suit  for  specific  performance  of 
an  agreement  to  take  a  lease  was  decided  adversely  to  the  Plain- 
tiff. But  the  relevancy  of  that  case  to  the  present  depends  on  the 
similarity  of  the  two  agreementa  and  the  two  alleged  defaults  in 
the  two  cases. 

There  the  agreement  related  to  the  accepting  of  a  lease  of  one 
nearly-finished  house,  upon  the  terms  as  to  covenants  usual  upon 
the  estate  where  the  house  was  situate,  and  the  promise  to  accept 
such  lease  was,  in  effect,  upon  condition  that  the  house  should  be 
finished,  and  a  day  was  fixed  for  the  delivery  of  the  finished  house 
into  possession,  and  for  the  beginning  of  the  term. 

Here  the  agreement  relates  to  the  transfer  of  an  existing  term 
for  fourteen  years,  in  land,  on  which  there  were  various  buildings, 
some  built,  some  to  be  built,  with  three  different  times  for  going 
into  possession  (that  is  to  say,  of  becoming  liable  for  the  rent 
of  three  different  portions),  and  no  day  was  specified  for  the  delivery 
of  either  house  or  the  finishing  of  the  work. 

There  the  possession  by  the  Defendant  as  between  him  and  the 
Plaintiff  was  in  law,  none,  because  the  entry  of  the  Defendant  had 
been  produced  by  a  false  representation  of  the  finished  state  of  the 

(1)  30  Beav.  419. 
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J.  0.        premises  made  by  the  Appellants.    Here  the  voluntary  possession 

1868        by  the  Defendants  had  been  long,  and  their  acts  of  ownership 

(J^jyj      numerous,  as  above  described. 

-_    ^-  There  the  lessor  would  be  restored  to  his  former  situation.  Here 

Proyakd. 

that  was  rendered  impossible  by  the  acts  of  the  Appellants. 

The  surface  of  TUderdey  v.  Olarhon  (1)  wears  a  semblance  of 
support  of  the  Appellants ;  but  the  principle  of  that  case,  if  we 
understand  it  aright,  is  decisive  for  the  Bespondents. 

The  meaning  of  the  maxim  in  Chancery  that  he  who  seeks 
equity  must  do  equity,  is  not  clear,  because  equity  has  not  been 
clearly  defined.  The  maxim,  as  their  Lordships  understand  it, 
includes  the  rule  at  law  which  in  all  suits  upon  contracts,  either  for 
specific  performance  or  for  dfunages,  guides  to  discriminate  whether 
an  alleged  breach  of  the  duty  of  the  Plaintiff  under  the  contract  is 
a  bar  to  the  suit. 

The  rule  has  been  expressed  in  various  forms,  the  substance  of 
it,  as  regards  the  present  purpose,  is,  that  such  breach  is  a  bar  when 
it  goes  to  the  whole  of  the  consideration  for  the  promise  sued  on ; 
but  when  it  amounts  only  to  a  partial  failure  of  such  consideration, 
it  is  no  bar  to  the  suit :  the  Defendant  being  entitled  to  recover  in 
a  cross  action  compensation  for  such  failure,  if  it  should  be  proved 
to  exist 

This  rule  has  been  of  frequent  application  at  law,  as  appears  by 
the  numerous  decisions  cited  in  the  note  to  OuUer  v.  Powd  (2),  in 
2  Smith's  Leading  Cases,  pp.  18, 14 ;  see  also  1  WUliamB*  Saunders, 
p.  320,  <J,  d,  e,  note  to  Fordage  v.  Gcle. 

The  judgment  of  the  Master  of  the  Bolls  in  TUdersky  v.  GlarJcson, 
shewing,  with  minute  and  elaborate  search  into  the  facts,  that  the 
alleged  breach  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff  there  went  to  the 
whole  consideration  for  the  Defendant's  promise,  and  the  judgment 
o{  Hornby,  C.J.,  in  the  present  case,  shewing  that  the  alleged  breach 
of  duty  under  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiffs,  if  it  could 
be  proved  to  exist,  amounted  at  most  to  a  partial  failure  of  consi- 
deration, for  which  compensation  in  damages  might  be  claimed,  are 
each  of  them  founded  on  this  rule,  well  known  in  Courts  of  Law, 
though  neither  of  the  Judges  referred  to  it  in  the  language  used  in 
the  Courts  of  Law. 

(1)  30  Beav.  419.  (2)  6  Term  Rep.  320. 
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Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly   recommend  to  Her        J.C. 
Majesty  that  the  decree  of  the   Court   below  be  amended  by        1868 
striking  out  the  clause  beginning  with  tlie  words,  "  and  with  the     oxfokd 
terms  of  a  Memorandum,"  and  ending  with  the  word  "  fittings," 
and  that,  with  that  variation,  it  be  affirmed.    Each  party  must 
Jbear  his  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants  :  Tliomas  &  Sdllams. 
Solicitor  for  the  Respondents  :  T.  IF.  Nelson, 


Provajtd. 


HOWARD  GILL Appellant;       j.c* 

AifD  1868 

ANDREW     BARRON    and    ALEXANDER  \^  ^^ 

ALLAN  RATTRAY '  .  P^^^ndents.      '^H^ 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  COMMON  PLEAS  AT 

BARBADOES. 

Barhadoes  Insolvent  Debtors  Act,  No,  234,  of  1846 — Adjudication  of  Bankruptcy 
in  England— CertificateStaitUey  12  <fc  13  Vict,  c.  106,  s.  200--Fraud-— 
Jurisdiction  of  Colonial  Court  to  commit  Insolvent  notwithstanding  English 
certificate. 

Although  an  adjudication  in  Bankraptcy,  followed  by  a  certi6cate  of  dis- 
charge in  England  under  the  Banknipt  Laws,  has  the  effect  of  barring  any 
debt  which  the'  Bankrupt  may  have  contracted  in  any  part  of  the  world,  and 
of  putting  an  end  to  aoy  claim;  such  proceedings  do  not  supersede  the 
authority  of  the  Court  at  Barhadoes  to  inquire  into  frauds  and  offences 
committed  against  the  law  of  Insolvent  Debtors  in  that  Island,  in  a  pro- 
ceeding had  there  previous  to  the  adjudication  of  Bankruptcy  in  England^  the 
Insolvent  having  again  placed  himself  within  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court. 

0.,  a  trader  in  the  Island  of  Barhadoes,  having  left  the  Island  in  embarrassed 
and  suspicious  circumstances,  was,  under  the  Island  Act,  No.  234,  of  1846, 
adjudicated  an  Insolvent,  and  his  estate  and  effects  administered  under  that 
Act.  O,  afterwards  came  to  England,  and  was  adjudicated  a  Bankrupt  for  a 
debt  contracted  in  England,  and  obtained  a  certificate  of  conformity  imder 
the  Imperial  Statute,  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  200,  discharging  him  from  all 
debts  due  by  him  when  he  became  a  Bankrupt.  O,  returned  to  Barhadoes, 
when  the  Court  there,  before  whom  the  original  proceedings  in  Insolvency  were 
had,  at  the  instance  of  the  opposing  Creditors,  sentenced  him,  under  the  Island 

*  Present: — ^Lobd  Rohillt  (Master  of  the  Rolls),  Sik  Fitz-Rot  Kelly 
(Lord  Chief  Baron  of  the  Excheqtter),  Sir  James  William  Coltilb,  and 
Sir  Edward  Yaughan  Williams. 

ToL.  IL  3  Q 


158  CASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  IL 

J.  C.  Insolvent  Act,  to  eighteen  months'  impriflonment  for  fraud  committed  agftinst 

rggg  the  provisions  of  that  Act : — 

Vi^vw  Held  (affirming  the  Order  of  the  Court),  that  the  Insolvent  Court  of  Bar~ 

Gill  hadoes  having  acquired  jurisdiction  in  the  first  instance  in  the  matter  of  the 

Baikbon  Insolvency  retained  such  jurisdiction,  so  as  to  render  G.  on  his  return  amenable 

-^  to  that  Court  for  fraudulent  acts  committed  by  him,  and  the  sentence  passed 

on  him  confirmed. 

xHIS  was  an  appeal  from  Order  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  in  the  Island  of  Barbadoes,  exercising  jurisdiction  in  matters 
of  Insolvency  under  the  Acts  of  the  Island,  Nos.  234  and  332  of 
1846,  whereby  the  Appellant  was  ordered  to  be  imprisoned  in 
the  common  gaol  for  a  period  of  eighteen  months  (1). 

The  Appellant  had  for  many  years  previous  to  the  year  1856 
carried  on  business  in  Barhadoes  as  a  Trader  and  Merchant,  having 
dealings  as  such  with  persons  resident  in  England.  In  the  month 
of  July  in  that  year^he  left  Barhadoes  for  England. 

At  that  time  it  appeared  he  was  indebted  to  the  extent  of 
£50,000.  On  the  29th  of  April,  1857,  the  Appellant  was  declared 
an  Insolvent  Trader  at  Barhadoes,  within  the  Mand  Act,  No.  234, 
of  1846,  and  a  prosecution  of  Insolvency  was  directed  by  the  Chief 

(1)  The  section  of  the  Act,  No.  234,  kept,  or  caused  to  be  kept,  any  false  Book 

of  1846,  empowering  the  Court  to  give  or  Books,  or  made,  or  caused  to  be  made, 

such  a  sentence,  is  as  follows : —  any  false  entry  or  entries,  or  withheld, 

20.  And  be  it  enacted,  "  That  in  case  or  caused  to  be  withheld,  any  entry  or 

it  shall  appear  to  the  said  Court  that  entries  from,  or  wilfully  altered  or  falsi- 

such  Insolvent  shall  have  contracted  any  fied  or  caused  to  be  altered  or  falsified, 

debt  fraudulently,  or  by  means  of  a  any  Book  or  Books,  papers  or  writings ; 

breach  of  trust,  or  by  means  of  false  pre-  or  that  such  Insolvent  has  fraudulently, 

tenoe,  or  without  having  had  any  reason-  with  intent  to  diminish  the  sum  to 

able  or  probable  expectation  at  the  time  be  divided  among  his  Creditors,  or  to 

when  he  contracted  it  for  paying  the  give  an  undue  preference  to  any  of  the 

same,  or  shall  have  lived  extravagantly  said  Creditors,  discharged  or  concealed 

and  beyond  his  proper  means,  or  shall  any  debt  due  to  or  from  the  said  Insol- 

have  fraudulently,  or  by  means  of  any  vent,  or  made    away   with,  charged, 

false  pretence,  obtained  the  forbearance  mortgaged,  or  concealed  any  part  of  bis 

of  any  debt  by  any  of  his  Creditors,  or  property  of  what  kind  soever ;  then  it 

shall  have  lost  by  gambling,  within  six  shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court  to  order 

months  previous  to  his  Insolvency,  the  such  Insolvent  to  be  imprisoned  in  the 

sum  of  £50  sterling  or  upwards,  or  shall  common  gaol  for  a  period  not  exceeding 

have  put  any  of  his  creditors  to  any  two  years,  as  the  Court  shall  direct,  to 

unnecessary  expense  by  any  vexatious  be  computed  from  the  date  of  such 

or  frivolous  defence  or  delay  to  any  suit  order,  and  to  be  discharged  from  his 

forrecoveringany  debt  or  sum  of  money  debts  after  the  expiration  of  such  im- 

due  from  such  Insolvent,  or  shall  have  prisonment.** 
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Justice  against  him,  whereupon  the  real  and  personal  estate  and  J,  0. 
effects  of  the  Appellant  became  Tested  in  the  Official  Assignee  at  1868 
Barbadoes.  The  Appellant  having  left  a  duly  constituted  Attorney  qiu. 
to  represent  him,  the  Official  Assignee  forthwith  applied  to  him  for      bj^^^on 

information.    In  answer  to  such  application,  it  appeared  that  the        

Attorney  was  totally  unacquainted  with  the  Appellant's  affairs, 
that  the  Appellant  had  left  no  Books  or  papers  with  him,  and  that 
he  did  not  know  the  extent  of  the  Appellant's  assets.  The  Official 
Assignee  having  obtained  the  keys  of  the  Appellant's  desks  at  his 
<*ounting  house,  found  them  filled  with  papers  in  a  state  of  con- 
fusion ;  no  arrangement  whatever ;  and  no  Books  of  any  description 
from  which  information  respecting  his  business  transactions  or 
state  of  his  affairs  could  be  gathered,  nor  from  which  any  correct 
account  could  be  famished  against  any  person  indebted  to  him  for 
advances  on  produce  or  otherwise.  In  order  to  obtain  information 
as  to  the  Appelhmt's  affairs,  the  Official  Assignee  examined  several 
witnesses,  and  ascertained  that  the  Appellant  had  been  carrying 
on  an  extensive  business  in  the  Island,  drawing  Bills  of  Exchange 
on  one  Merchant  in  Liverpool  alone  in  the  course  of  eight  months, 
from  the  27th  of  December,  1853,  to  the  26th  of  August,  1854,  for 
no  less  a  sum  than  £37,857.  It  was  further  ascertained  from 
Mr.  Beidy  who  had  been  the  Appellant's  Clerk  for  twelve  years, 
that  the  Appellant  had  kept  no  regular  Books ;  that  lus  accounts 
had  been  made  out  by  reference  to  the  stumps  of  the  cheque 
books ;  that  the  balances  due  from  and  to  parties,  and  the  prices  of 
produce,  &c.,  were  furnished  by  the  Appellant  to  him  from  private 
memoranda  kept  in  small  Books  in  pockets  or  drawers ;  but  the 
Appellant's  Attorney  was  unable  to  say  what  had  become  of  such 
small  Books.  Mr.  Outtram,  Bnoiher  of  the  witnesses  examined  by 
the  Official  Assignee,  who  was  one  of  the  Trustees  of  the  Will  of 
the  Bev.  /.  Braithwaite  (the  father  of  the  Appellant's  wife),  deposed 
that  from  information  received  by  the  Appellant  by  the  Mail  on  the 
€th  of  May,  1857,  he  had  caused  an  entry  to  be  made  in  the 
Books  of  the  Bev.  /.  BraUhwaiie^s  estates  of  two  execution  debts 
(one  for  |2,000,  and  the  other  for  £8,000  sterling)  as  due  from  the 
estate  to  the  Trustees  of  {he  Appellant's  marriage  settlement. 

On  the  30th  of  November,  1857,  the  Official  Assignee  made  his 
first  repoit,  and,  after  stating  the  result  of  his  inquiries,  reported 

3  Q  2 
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J.  a       A\  ith  respect  to  the  execution  debt  of  £8,000  sterling,  that  the 

1868       Rev,  C  C  GUly  the  Trustee  of  the  Appellant's  marriage  settle- 

qqj^        ment,  since  deceased,  declared  that  he  was  not  aware  of  the  exist- 

^  ^'  ence  of  such  execution  debt  in  his  favour,  and  that  he  had  never 

had  any  accounting  with  the  Rev.  J.  Braithwaite,  and  the  OflSeial 

Assignee  further  stated  his  belief  that  the  Appellant,  ''no  doubt 
being  well  aware  that  he  was  in  Insolvent  circumstances  at  the 
time,  and  had  been  so  since  the  year  1847,  wished,  by  making  over 
the  £8,000,  and  also  certain  property  known  as  Hastinffs  House 
and  land,  to  the  Trustees,  to  put  them  out  of  the  reach  of  his 
Creditors,  and  to  ensure  a  future  provision  for  his  family."  He 
added :  ''  As  far  as  I  can  learn,  his  liabilities  at  the  present  moment 
are  £40,000.  From  the  absence  of  all  Books,  I  cannot  tell  when 
the  various  debts  were  incurred,  but  the  probability  is  that  they 
are,  most  of  them,  previous  to  1853,  when  he  got  his  father-in-law 
to  settle  the  amount  due  to  him  upon  his  daughter,  and  that  in 
reality  he  paid  off  no  debts,  but  was  shifting  them  &om  the  shoul- 
ders of  one  party  to  the  other." 

On  the  3rd  of  May,  1858,  the  Official  Assignee  made  his  second 
report,  wherein,  Among  other  things,  he  stated  "numerous  claims 
and  proofs  have  been  filed  since  my  last  report,  which,  with  those 
already  reported,  make  the  liabilities  to  date  amount  to  £48,897 10s. ; 
among  these  are  two  debts  said  to  be  owing  to  the  estate  of  the 
Eev.  J.  Braithwaite,  deceased. .  One  is  put  in  by  the  Executor  and 
Executrix,  including  transactions  prior  to  his  death  ;  the  other  by 
the  Trustees,  under  his  Will,  comprising  debts'and  credits  since  his 
death."  The  Official  Assignee  further  stated  that  Mr.  Pitcher,  the 
Accountant  who  posted  Braithtvaite'a  Books,  had,  upon  examina- 
tion, admitted  "  that  no  entry  of  any  lien  against  the  estates  was 
made  until  May,  1857,  when  he  made  it  by  Mr.  Outtrams  request,, 
from  memoranda  put  out  by  Mr.  Howard  Gill,  the  Appellant." 

On  the  28th  of  November,  1859,  the  Official  Assignee  made  his 
third  report,  and  stated  "  that  the  accounts  proved  by  the  Execu- 
ioYS  and  Trustees  of  the  Eev.  J.  Braithwaite  for  the  respective  sums 
of  $11,491-5  and  $1,179-50  have  been  withdrawn,  the  parties 
acknowledging  them  to  be  incorrect.  Great  difficulty,  "having 
been  experienced  in  dealing  with  the  judgment  debt  of  £8,000, 
which  had  been  confessed  by  the  Eev.  J.  Braithwaite  to  Mr.  fftZZ> 
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Trastee  under  his  marriage  settlement,"  the  matter  was  referred  j.  o. 
to  the  arbitration  of  the  Attorney  and  Solicitor-General,  who,  by  1868 
their  decision,  brought  "the  estate  of  the  Eev.  J.  BraUhtoaUe  in  ^^ 
debt  for  the  sum  of  |25,202-25,  instead  of  Mr.  CHll  being  in  debt 
412,671." 

On  the  9th  of  September,  1859,  the  Official  Assignee  filed  a  Bill 
in  Chancery  against  C.  C.  OiUy  the  Trustee  of  the  Appellant's 
marriage  settlement,  to  set  aside  the  conveyance  of  Hastings  House 
and  land,  and  by  a  decree  made  in  that  suit,  dated  the  30th  of  March, 
1860,  it  was  declared  that  the  conveyance  for  the  place  called 
Hastings  H<mse,  with  the  land  thereto  belonging,  was  fraudulent 
and  void  against  the  Creditors  of  the  Appellant,  and  ordered  to  be 
cancelled ;  and  a  decree  was  made  that  a  conveyance  of  the  estate 
should  be  executed  to  the  Official  Assignee  for  the  benefit  of  the 
Appellant's  creditors. 

Previously  to  the  declaration  of  Insolvency  in  Barbadoes^  and 
in  the  month  of  December,  1856,  the  Appellant  then  being  in 
London,  called  upon  the  Kespondents,  and  stated  that  there  were 
several  Bills  of  Exchange,  which  had  been  drawn  upon  him,  which 
he  was  unable  to  meet,  but  that  he  expected  remittances  from 
Ba^rbadoeSy  which  had  not  arrived.  The  Appellant  at  the  same 
time  asked  the  Bespondents  to  take  up  the  Bills,  and  promised 
to  pay  them  the  money  on  the  5th  of  January,  1857.  The  Re- 
spondents thereupon  took  up  two  of  the  Bills,  and  gave  in  cash 
£325  for  them,  and  they  gave  their  acceptances  to  the  Appellant 
at  thirty  days  for,  and  so  as  to  cover  the  remaining  Bills.  The  Bills 
were  not  met  by  the  Appellant  at  maturity,  and  the  Bespondents 
had  to  retire  them* 

The  Bespondents  brought  an  action  against  the  Appellant  in 
the  Court  of  Exchequer  in  England  to  recover  the  amount  due 
to  them  in  respect  of  the  Bills  so  taken  up  by  them,  and  obtained 
judgment  therein  for  £1,043  13s.  dl^d.  principal  and  interest. 

On  the  2nd  of  April,  1857,  the  Appellant  was  arrested  for  a 
debt  due  by  him  in  England  to  one  TroUope  Montefiore  and  com- 
mitted to  the  Queen's  Prison,  and  whilst  there  received  information 
that  he  had  been  declared  an  Insolvent  Trader  in  the  Island  of 
Barbadoes. 

On  the  9th  of  September,  1857,  the  Appellant  was  adjudged 
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J.  C.       Bankrupt  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  London^  under  the  Banh- 
1868       ruptey  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849^  upon  the  petition  of  one 
Gill        HaU,  as  Indorsee  for  yalue,  and  holder  of  an  overdue  Bill  of 
Barbon.     Exchange  accepted  by  the  Appellant,  payable  in  London. 

The  Appellant  applied  to  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  London 

for  his  discharge  from  custody;  his  application  was  opposed  by 
the  Eespondents  and  by  Montefiori,  and  the  further  consideration 
thereof  lyas  adjourned  to  enable  the  Bespondent,  Baitray,  to  pre- 
sent a  petition  to  annul  the  adjudication  of  Bankruptcy,  on  the 
ground  that  the  alleged  debt  due  to  Hall  was  collusive,  and  that 
the  Appellant  was  not  a  Trader  within  the  meaning  of  the  law 
relating  to  Bankrupts,  and  that  the  debts  of  the  Appellant  to  the 
Eespondents  and  to  other  persons  had  been  fraudulently  contracted 
by  the  Appellant. 

On  the  28th  of  October,  1857,  upon  the  application  of  the  Ap- 
pellant, the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  ordered  his  release  from  prison 
at  the  suit  of  the  Bespondents  and  the  other  detaining  Creditors, 
when  Ovttram,  a  Creditor  of  the  Appellant  for  £995,  was  chosen 
by  the  Appellant's  Creditors,  including  the  Eespondents,  Assignee 
of  the  estate  and  effects  of  the  Appellant,  and  on  the  16th  of 
August,  1862,  a  certificate  of  conformity  of  the  third  class,  under 
the  Banlcrupi  Law  Consolidation  Ad,  1849,  was  granted  by  Mr. 
Commissioner  Fane  to  tlie  Appellant. 

On  the  2nd  of  January,  1865,  (the  Appellant  having  returned  to 
BarbadoeSy)  an  application  was  made  to  the  Chief  Justice  to  fix  a 
day  for  his  final  examination,  under  the  Insolvency,  and  the  31st 
of  January,  1865,  was  fixed  accordingly.  The  Eespondents  gave 
notice  to  the  Appellant  that  it  was  their  intention  to  oppose  his 
final  discharge,  and  filed  nine  allegations,  of  which  the  fifth  was 
subsequently  withdrawn.  The  Appellant  filed  an  aflSdavit,  verify- 
ing the  certificate  of  discharge  granted  to  him  by  the  English 
Court  of  Bankruptcy. 

The  Appellant  appeared  and  objected  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court,  submitting  that  the  certificate  of  discharge  of  the  English 
Bankruptcy  Court  ousted  such  jurisdiction,  but  the  Chief  Justice, 
(jB.  Boucher  Clarke,)  ruled  the  contrary,  and  examined  the  Appel- 
lant and  other  witnesses  in  the  matter  of  the  Insolvency,  the  effect 
i  of  which  is  stated  in  the  judgment  of  the  Chief  Justice. 
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On  the  Tth  of  February,  1865^  the  Chief  Justice  gave  judgment^  J.  c 
the  material  part  of  which  was  in  these  terms: — ^He  observed  that,  laes 
^  Before  the  filing  of  the  allegations  under  consideration,  the  Court  ^]^ 
of  Bankruptcy  in  EngJand  granted  the  Appellant  a  certificate  of     ^  ^^^^ 

conformity.    This  he  produced  in  Court,  in  order  to  found  on  it       

an  objection  to  any  proceeding  by  this  Court  with  the  allegations, 
contending  that  the  Court  here  was  by  the  certificate  deprived  of 
all  jurisdiction  with  respect  to  his  Insolvency.    As,"  continued  the 
Chief  Justice,  ^'  I  felt  no  doubt  on  the  point,  I  allowed  the  allegations 
to  be  proceeded  with,  stating  that,  it  being  a  new  question,  I  would 
reconsider  it,  and  give  my  decision  on  a  future  day;  and  that 
if  I  should  alter  my  opinion  the  Insolvent  [should  have  the  bene- 
fit of  it.     The  first  inquiry  then  is,  wliat  is  this  certificate  ?    It  is 
granted  under  the  authority  of  the  198th  and  other  clauses  of  the 
12  &  18  Vict,  c  106,  and  is  of  the  third  class.    The  200th  clause 
of  this  Statute '  discharges  the  Bankrupt  from  all  debts  due  by 
him  when  he  became  a  Bankrupt^  and  from  all  claims  and  demands 
made  proveable  under  the  Bankruptcy ;'  that  is  the  Bankruptcy  in 
Enffland,    This  is  the  extent  of  its  effect ;  and  it  may  be  conceded 
that  if  there  had  not  been  any  adjudication  here,  constituting  him 
an  Insolvent  Trader  under  the  provisions  of  the  Insolvent  Traders 
Act  of  this  Island,  prior  to  the  proceedings  taken  in  England  to 
make  him  a  Bankrupt  there,  the  certificate  would  have  been  a 
good  plea  in  bar  to  an  action  brought  against  him  in  this  Island 
for  any  debt  proveable  against  him  under  the  Bankruptcy  in 
England,    But  the  fact  being,  that,  before  any  such  proceedings 
were  had  in  England,  he  had  been  duly  and  legally  adjudged  to 
be  an  insolvent  Trader  in  Barhadoes,  the  questions  to  be  decided 
are :  What  is  the  effect  of  such  an  adjudication  here  ? — and  is  the 
Court  here  ousted  of  its  jurisdiction  over  the  Insolvent  by  reason 
of  his  having,  subsequent  to  such  adjudication,  been  made  a  Bank- 
rupt  in  England^  and  obtained  from  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  there 
the  certificate  of  conformity  which  he  produced  ?    It  was  not,  and 
could  not  have  been  contended  that  there  was  any  error  in  the  pro- 
ceedings making  him  an  Insolvent  here.  The  immediate  effect  of  the 
fiat  of  Insolvency  issued  against  any  trader  is  thus  set  forth  in  the 
Act,  No.  234,  of  1846,  the  7th  clause  of  which  enacts :— *  That  from 
and  immediately  after  any  such  adjudication  of  Insolvency,  pur- 
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J.  C.  suaut  to  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  the  real  and  personal  estates  and 
1868  effects  of  every  such  Insolvent  Trader  shall,  without  any  assign- 
or ment  whatever,  vest  in  the  Official  Assignee,  for  the  benefit  of  all 
and  every  the  creditors  of  such  Insolvent ;  to  bo  held  and  disposed 
of  for  the  purpose,  and  according  to  the  true  intent  and  meaning, 
of  this  Act.'  The  10th  clause  directs  that  all  the  Books,  papers, 
and  vouchers  of  the  Insolvent,  together  with  a  schedule  of  his 
debts,  and  a  balance  sheet,  shall  be  lodged  in  the  office  of  the 
Official  Assignee  within  fifteen  days  of  the  adjudication ;  which,  so 
far  as  seemed  possible  at  the  time,  was  done.  Thus,  all  his  estate, 
and  all  the  means  of  dealing  with  him  as  a  Trader,  were  by  the 
fiat  placed  within  the  power  of  this  Court ;  he  had,  in  fact,  become 
subject  to  its  jurisdiction,  and,  therefore,  to  all  the  clauses  of  the 
law  giving  authority  to  the  Court  to  deal  with  him  and  with  his 
property  before  any  proceedings  had  been  instituted  to  make  him 
a  Bankrupt  in  England.  From  April,  then,  to  September,  1857, 
the  Court  of  this  Colony  had  sole  and  unquestioned  jurisdiction 
under  the  law  in  the  matter  of  this  Insolvency.  The  question 
next  arises,  how  did  the  Court  here,  and  at  what  time,  lose  this 
jurisdiction?  It  is  surely  incumbent  on  the  party  asserting  this 
loss  to  prove  it.  And,  perhaps,  I  ought  to  have  called  on  the 
Insolvent  to  raise  this  question  in  some  more  formal  way ;  but 
as  this  could  only  have  led  to  delay  and  expense,  and  no  objection 
was  made  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Creditors,  it  is  as  well  to  decide 
it  in  the  manner  in  which  it  has  been  brought  before  the  Court. 
It  was  first  contended  that  the  Court  here  and  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy in  England  have  a  concurrent  jurisdiction ;  if  by  this  is 
merely  meant  that  in  both  Courts  there  is  a  jurisdiction  in  matters 
of  Insolvency,  this  is  correct :  but  if  it  be  intended,  as  was  argued, 
to  affirm  that  they  have  a  concurrent  jurisdiction  in  the  same  suits, 
whether  the  act  of  Bankruptcy  be  committed  in  this  Colony  or  iu 
England,  it  is  an  error.  For  each  Court  is  the  creation  of  the 
legislative  authority  of  its  own  country ;  each  is  independent  of 
the  other.  The  Insolvent  Court  of  Barbadoes  has  for  Barbadoea  as 
absolute  and  independent  power  to  deal  with  Insolvency  arising  in 
Barbadoes,  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  law  in  force  here,  as 
the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  England  has  with  regard  to  Bank- 
ruptcies arising  there,  according  to  the  Acts  of  Parliament  relating 
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to  Bankrupts.  There  is  no  authority  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  J.C. 
in  England  to  set  aside,  supervise,  or  interfere  with  the  proceedings  ^868 
of  the  Insolvent  Court  here ;  it  cannot  deprive  any  Creditor  of  an  Gell 
Insolvent,  against  whom  a  fiat  has  issued  in  this  Colony,  of  the     babbon. 

rights  which  are  incident  to  the  proof  of  his  debt,  or  prevent  his        

availing  himself  of  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  applicable  to 
his  case.  The  only  Court  having  jurisdiction  over  the  decisions  of 
the  Courts  here,  is  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council, 
on  an  appeal  regularly  made.  Next,  no  Act  of  the  Imperial  Par- 
liament has  been  shewn  by  which  a  power  is  vested  in  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy  in  England  to  take,  by  virtue  of  its  certificate, 
from  a  Colonial  Court  of  Insolvency  its  jurisdiction  over  an  Insol- 
vent after  he  has  been  regularly  adjudged  to  be  an  Insolvent,  nor 
does  any  such  Act  exist  that  I  am  aware  of.  Is  there,  it  may  next 
be  inquired,  any  decision  in  any  of  the  English  Courts  shewing 
that  such  a  power  has  ever  been  claimed  or  exercised  with  reference 
to  any  Colonial  Court  ?  No  such  case  was  cited  at  the  Bar,  nor 
am  I  aware  of  there  being  any  such.  There  are,  however,  cases 
in  which  a  similar  question  has  been  decided  in  JEngland  with 
reference  to  Scotch  sequestrations;  and  as  the  Scotch  Act  of 
sequestration  is  on  the  same  general  principle  as  the  Barhadoes 
fiat  of  Insolvency,  namely,  that  of  passing  all  the  property  of  the 
Bankrupt  to  the  Assignees  for  the  benefit  of  his  Creditors,  they 
may  be  consulted  as  safe  guides  for  the  decision  of  this  point  in 
this  case.  In  Ex  parte  Cridland  (1)  the  Lord  Chancellor  said : 
'  Two  cases  have  occurred  in  Scotland,  one  in  the  Bankruptcy  of 
Stein  &  Co.  (2),  decided  by  the  Court  of  Session,  and  considered 
in  a  late  case  in  the  House  of  Lords,  whose  opinion  was,  and  justly, 
that  where  the  English  Commission  precedes  the  sequestration, 
all  the  Scotch  personal  estate  would  pass  under  that  Commission ' 
(as  it  did  under  the  abjudication  of  Insolvency  here  with  regard 
equally  to  the  real  and  personal  estate),  *  therefore  they  could  not, 
under  the  sequestration,  administer  the  Scotch  personal  property ; 
and,  probably,  the  converse  would  hold.'  His  Lordship  also  stated 
in  that  case,  that  '  he  had  no  concern  with  a  Commission  in  Ire' 
land  (3) ;'  adding,  *  that  if  the  Irish  Commission  is  the  right  of  the 

(1)  3  V.  &  B.  99.  (2)  1  Rose,  462. 

(3)  1  l^ose,  101. 
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J.  C.       subject,  and  duly  issued,  how  could  he  supersede  it  ?    The  point, 

1868        howeyer,  seems  to  have  been  decided,  that  the  prior  Commission, 

Gill        ^  between  Scotland  and  England^  shall  have  the  preference.    The 

Babrox      ^^^®  ^^  Oeddes  v.  Mowed  (1),  is  thus  cited  in  a  Treatise  of  authority 

on  the  Law  of  Bankruptcy. — *  Where  a  sequestration  in  Scotland 

was  awarded  against  a  party  domiciled  there,  and  a  Commission  of 
Bankruptcy  was  issued  against  the  same  party,  by  reason  of  his 
having  removed  to  and   committed  an  act  of   Bankruptcy  in 
England,  the  sequestration  was  held  to  have  the  preference,  as  it 
was  appUed  for  before  the  issuing  of  the  Commission.'    Again,  in 
Oeddes*  Case  (1)  it  was  decided  that  a  Scotch  sequestration  has 
priority,  if  the  fiat  in  England  issue  after  deliverance  pronounced 
on  a  petition  for  a  Scotch  sequestration,  or  the  Trader  come  to 
England  for  the  purpose  of  having  a  fiat  issued.    In  the  case  of 
this  Insolvent,  the  adjudication  against  him  was  made  in  Barbadoea^ 
in  April,  and  it  was  not  till  the  month  of  September  following  that 
he  was  thrown  into  the  Bankruptcy  Court  in  England,     These 
decisions,  therefore,  afibrd  no  slight  authority  for  the  conclusion  at 
which  I  have  arrived — that  this  Court's  jurisdiction  over  the  In- 
solvent has  not  been  taken  from  it  by  the  proceedings  in  the  Court 
of  Bankruptcy  in  England,  or  by  the  certificate  obtained  there. 
Looking  next  to  the  terms  of  the  certificate,  there  is  nothing 
which  could  lead  to  the  inference  contended  for,  that  it  ousted  this 
Court  of  its  jurisdiction.    It  relates  to  the  debts  of  the  Bankrupt, 
and  it  might,  as  I  have  before  remarked,  have  been  a  good  plea  in 
bar  in  an  action  of  debt,  if  this  had  simply  been  a  case  in  which  a 
party  being  in  England  had  been  made  a  Bankrupt  there  before 
he  returned  to  this  Colony,  and  was  adjudicated  an  Insolvent.    But 
it  by  no  means  follows  that,  even  under  those  circumstances,  the 
jurisdiction  of  this  Court  would  have  been  ousted,  for  then  the 
position  of  the  two  Courts  would  have  been  reversed ;  the  property 
here  would  have  been  subject  to  the  English  Court,  and  this  CouH 
would  have  been  as  powerless  as  the  English  Court  was  in  all 
matters  save  one ;  and  that  the  very  one  which  it  is  attempted  by 
this  motion  to  take  now  from  the  cognizance  of  this  Court,  viz., 
the  conduct  of  the  Insolvent ;  for  the  question  of  granting  a  certi- 
ficate is  a  question  of  conduct.    No  claim  was  ever  made  by  the 

(1)  1G1.&J.414. 
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Court  in  England  to  interfere  with  the  proceedings  heie^  of  which  J.  C. 
it  was  well  aware ;  or  to  deal  with  the  property  of  the  Insolvent,  ises 
which  it  knew  was  by  law  vested  in  the  OfiScial  Assignee  here ;  it  qhj, 
dealt  only  with  what  was  within  its  power — the  Bankrupt  himself. 
In  like  manner,  the  Court  here  has  hitherto  dealt  with  what  was 
its  reach — the  Insolvent's  property ;  and  I  am  at  a  loss  to  know 
what  there  is,  now  that  he  has  voluntarily  placed  himself  within 
its  jurisdiction,, to  prevent  its  dealing  with  his  person.  If  he  is 
subject  to  any  one  clause  of  the  Act,  he  is  subject  to  all,  unless  he 
can  shew  a  special  and  sufficient  exemption.  This  he  has  failed  to 
do ;  it  is  not  to  be  found  in  any  Act  of  Parliament  or  local  law ;  it 
does  not  exist  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  England^  nor  in  its 
certificate,  for  that  relates  solely  to  debts ;  and  the  question  raised 
and  argued  is  one  of  jurisdiction,  the  avowed  object  of  the  motion 
made  being — to  free  the  Insolvent  from  the  authority  of  this  Court, 
in  respect  to  the  penalties  of  the  Law  of  Insolvency  here.  There 
are  one  or  two  points  with  respect  to  the  certificate  itself  whicli 
must  be  considered.  First,  as  to  the  mode  in  which  it  is  produced 
before  the  Court ;  and  secondly,  as  to  the  means  by  which  it  was 
obtained*  With  regard  to  the  first  point,  I  have  already  stated 
the  reasons  for  allowing  the  question  it  was  intended  to  raise  to  be 
argued  simply  on  its  production ;  but  as  the  effect  of  the  certificate 
and  the  exemption  it  gives  is  wholly  statutory,  so  is  the  mode  in 
which  the  party  must  avail  himself  of  it ;  and  this  is  pointed  out  b}' 
the  205th  section  of  the  Statute,  12  &  13  Yict.  c.  106.  It  must  be 
done  either  by  plea  or  motion ;  and  if  by  plea,  the  form  given  by 
the  Act  must  be  adopted.  In  Oowland  v.  Warren  (1),  it  was  held 
that  the  certificate  must  be  specially  pleaded,  and  could  not  be 
given  in  evidence  under  the  general  issue ;  Lord  EUenborough 
stating  that '  Bankruptcy  in  the  Defendant  does  not  shew  that  the 
Plaintiff  never  had  any  cause  of  action,  or  that  his  demand  has 
been  cut  down.  The  debt  still  exists,  and  the  certificate  only 
operates  as  a  special  discharge  from  it,  under  the  Statute.  The 
party,  therefore,  can  avail  himself  of  this  discharge  only  in  such 
manner  as  the  Statute  has  provided.'  This  shews  that  the  certifi- 
cate can  only  be  made  available  by  being  pleaded  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  Act ;  that  its  effect  is  confined  to  the  debts  of 

(1)  1  Camp.  3fi3. 
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J.  C.  the  Bankrupt,  and  that  it  has  no  other  operation ;  it  cannot,  there- 
1868  fore,  be  held  to  oust  this  Court  of  its  authority,  acquired  prior  to 
Qjj^  the  Bankruptcy  in  England^  to  deal  with  the  Insolvent  and  his 
property  under  the  Act  of  this  Colony.  Secondly,  as  to  the  means 
by  which  it  was  maintained.  The  Insolyent,  on  his  examination 
before  this  Court,  proved  that  the  adjudication  of  Bankruptcy 
against  him  in  England  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  false  swearing, 
to  which  he  was  himself  a  party ;  for  he  swore  that  one  Parker ^ 
who  was  a  fellow  prisoner  with  him  in  the  Queen's  Prison,  was  the 
person  who  appeared  as  petitioning  creditor ;  that  the  debt  he  de- 
posed to  was  on  a  Bill  of  Exchange  given  by  him  to  Parker  ;  that 
there  was  no  consideration  for  this  Bill,  there  being  no  debt  due 
by  him  to  Parker  ;  and  that  it  was  on  this  fictitious  debt  that  he 
was  made  a  Bankrupt,  and  the  proceedings  carried  on  against  him, 
by  means  of  which  he  ultimately  obtained  the  certificate  he  pro- 
duced in  support  of  the  jnotion  for  his  discharge.  Now,  the  201st 
section  of  the  Statute,  12  &  13  Yict  c  106,  provides  *  that  no  Bank- 
rupt shall  be  entitled  to  a  certificate  of  conformity  under  this  Act, 
and  any  certificate,  if  allowed,  shall  be  void '  •  .  •  '  if  any  person 
having  proved  a  false  debt  under  the  Bankruptcy,  such  Bankrupt 
being  privy  thereto,  or  afterwards  knowing  the  same,  shall  not 
have  disclosed  the  same  to  his  Assignees  within  one  month  after 
such  knowledge.'  This  section,  therefore,  on  his  own  evidence,  not 
only  disentitled  the  Bankrupt  to  receive  a  certificate,  but,  even 
where  he  has  succeeded  in  obtaining  it  under  such  circumstances, 
renders  it  void.  The  words  of  the  Act  are,  '  having  proved  a  false 
debt  under  the  Act,'  and  they  must  apply  to  all  debts  which  are 
proved  as  debts  of  the  Bankrupt ;  and,  a  fortiori,  to  the  most  im- 
portant of  those  debts,  that  of  the  petitioning  Creditor.  The  Insol- 
vent, therefore,  has  himself  proved  that,  under  this  section  of  the 
Statute,  the  certificate  is  void  and  of  none  effect  But  setting 
aside  this  section,  and  assuming  that  there  was  no  enactment  to 
that  effect,  it  is  clear,  and  was  so  decided  in  the  case  of  Horn  v. 
Ion  (1),  that  it  is  a  good  answer  to  a  plea  of  Bankruptcy,  that  the 
certificate  was  obtained  by  fraud,  *  on  the  general  principle  that 
fraud  vitiates  all  contracts  and  instruments.'  In  the  case  of  Vin- 
cent V.  Brady  (2),  where  a  certificated  Bankrupt  was  arrested  for  a 

(1)  4  B.  &  Ad.  78.  (2)  2  H.  Bla.  1. 
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debt  due  before  his  Bankruptcy^  and  obtained  a  rule  to  shew  cause  J.  C. 
why  he  should  not  be  discharged  out  of  custody  on  entering  a  1868 
common  appearance  in  pursuance  of  the  Statute,  affidavits  were  gill* 
received  and  read  on  shewing  cause  that  the  certificate  was  ob- 
tained by  fraud,  one  of  which  was  made  by  the  Defendant  himself 
in  another  cause,  setting  forth  the  fraudulent  means  by  which  the 
certificate  was  obtained ;  and  •  the  Court  were  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  Defendant  was  not  entitled  to  his  discharge,  as  it  plainly 
appeared,  from  his  own  affidavit,  that  the  certificate  was  obtained 
by  fraud.'  The  fraud  proved  by  the  Insolvent  in  this  case  affects 
every  proceeding  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  Englandy  for  it 
lies  at  the  base  of  the  suit,  the  adjudication  being  founded  on  a 
fictitious  debt,  falsely  sworn  with  the  knowledge  and  by  the  con- 
trivance of  the  Insolvent  to  be  a  true  one ;  the  object  manifestly 
being  to  pass  through  the  Court  there,  and  obtain  the  certificate 
produced,  in  the  hope  that  it  would  be  a  bar  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  Court  Lastly,  it  is  impossible  not  to  see  the  evils  which  such 
a  construction  of  the  effect,  even  of  a  valid  certificate,  would  lead, 
if  it  were  allowed  by  the  Court.  As  soon  as  a  Trader  was  made  an 
Insolvent  in  a  Colony,  if  he  felt  that  he  was  not  entitled  to  a  cer- 
tificate there,  he  might  betake  himseK  to  Midland,  and  by  means 
of  the  facilities  which  it  would  seem  exist  in  the  Court  there, 
obtain  a  certificate,  and  return  discharged  from  his  debts,  and  freed 
from  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  the  place  of  his  trading  and 
domicile,  where  alone  existed  the  evidence  necessary  to  shew  the 
true  facts  of  his  Insolvency.  This  is  no  imaginary  evil.  It  is  on 
liis  own  shewing  that  the  Insolvent  contrived  by  means  of  fraud, 
and  with  the  help  of  the  false  oath  of  another,  to  give  the  Court  in 
England  jurisdiction  to  declare  him  a  Banknipt  there;  and  that  he 
thus  obtained  his  certificate ;  and  he  has  not  hesitated,  in  order  to 
obtain  what  he  supposes  to  be  the  benefit  of  such  certificate  in  this 
Court,  to  swear  falsely  in  the  affidavit  he  made  in  support  of  it, 
that  *  I  was,  on  the  petition  of  a  Creditor  in  England,  made  a  bank- 
rupt there.'  Upon  the  grounds,  and  for  the  reasons  given,  I 
have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  certificate  produced  by  the 
Insolvent,  if  valid,  can  in  no  degree  deprive  this  Court  of  its  juris- 
diction over  the  Insolvent.  I  am  of  opinion  that  such  certificate 
has  been  fraudulently  obtained,  and  is  void  under  the  Statute,  as 
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J.C.       well  as  on  the  general  principle  applicable  to  all  fraudulent  docu- 

1868       mentfl.    I  am  also  of  opinion  that  this  Court  had  primary,  and 

Gill       iiow  retains  full  jurisdiction  to  deal  vrith  the  Insolvent  according  to 

Batoon      ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^  Colony  relating  to  Insolvent  Traders  "  (1).    Upon  the 

merits  he  found  that  six  out  of  the  nine  allegations  filed  by  the 

Kespondents  were  proved,  which  six  allegations  were  as  follows : — 
Second,  that  the  Insolvent's  Books  were  not  kept  in  a  clear  and 
correct  matter,  so  as  to  enable  his  creditors  to  obtain  a  complete 
knowledge  of  the  state  of  his  affairs^  although  his  debts  exceeded 
£500.  Third,  that  a  full  and  proper  balance  sheet  and  schedule 
had  not  been  lodged  by  the  Insolvent  in  the  office  of  the  Official 
Assignee.  Fourth,  that  the  Insolvent  contracted  the  debt  of  the 
Bespondents  without  having  any  reasonable  or  probable  expecta- 
tion at  the  time  when  he  contracted  it  of  paying  the  same.  Sixth, 
that  the  Insolvent  fraudulently,  and  with  intent  to  diminish  the 
sum  to  be  divided  among  his  creditors,  purchased  and  paid  for  a 
place  called  Hastings  House,  the  conveyance  of  which  he  caused 
to  be  drawn  in  the  name  of  the  Eev.  C.  (7.  CKff,  the  surviving 
trustee  under  the  settlement  executed  previously  to  his  mamage 
with  his  wife ;  seventh,  that  the  Insolvent  fraudulently,  and  with 
intent  to  diminish  the  sum  to  be  divided  among  Jiis  creditors, 
caused  the  Rev.  J".  Braithwaite,  on  the  9th  of  September,  1853,  to 
confess  judgment  to  0.  0.  GiU,  as  such  Trustee,  in  the  sum  of 
£8,000  sterling,  with  interest,  upon  the  trusts  of  the  settlement, 
the  sum  of  £8,000  being  due  from  BraithtoaUe  to  the  Insolvent ; 
and  eighth,  that  the  Insolvent  contracted  a  debt  with  the  estate  of 
the  Rev.  J.  Braithwaite,  under  whose  will  he  was  a  trustee,  fraud- 
ulently and  by  means  of  a  breach  of  trust,  and  the  Chief  Justice 
concluded  his  judgment  as  follows: — "I  wish  I  could  see  one 
redeeming  feature  in  any  one  of  the  transactions  brought  to  light, 
but  taking  them  altogether  I  should  be  wanting  in  my  duty,  how- 
ever painful,  if  I  hesitated  to  say  that  the  Insolvent  had  brought 
himself  within  more  than  one  of  the  penal  clauses  of  the  Act,  and 

(1)  Note. — Since  this  decision  was  stances  to  the  case  of  the  Insolvent  to 

given  the  case  of  Ex  parte  Qibson,  He  induce  me  to  call  attention  to  it»  though 

Patrick  has  heen  decided  (on  the  18th  subsequent  to  the  decision  I  felt  it  my 

of  March)  by  the  Lord  Chancellor.    It  duty  to  give.    See  1  Bar.  Rep.  101. 
is  sufficiently  similar  in  its  circum« 
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that  it  is  my  duty  to  sentence  him  to  such  a  measure  of  its  penalties  J.  C. 
as  I  think  his  conduct  deseryes.  It  has  been  stated  that  the  1868 
Insolyent  has  already  suffered  about  six  months'  imprisonment  for  (>,xj, 
debt  in  England;  I  will  give  him  the  benefit  of  that  period  of     b^o^ 

incarceration,  and  instead  of  two  years,  I  direct  him  to  be  impri-        

soned  in  the  common  gaol  for  eighteen  months." 

The  Appellant  having  given  notice  of  appeal  to  the  Judicial 
Conunittee  of  the  Privy  Council,  the  Chief  Justice  directed  that 
he  should  be  detained  in  custody  imtil  he  should  have  given  a 
sufficient  Bond  to  prosecute  his  appeal,  to  pay  the  costs  thereon, 
and  to  appear  and  surrender  himself  in  execution  of  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  The  Appellant  and  another  having  executed 
a  Bond,  appealed  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  horn  the  above 
judgment. 

The  Appellant  subsequently  presented  a  petition  to  the  Queen       j.  C* 
in  Council,  to  be  allowed  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  to  refer  to       1866 

the  proceedings  in  Bankruptcy  in  the  Court  in  London,  but  such  jZlsis, 

application  being  opposed,  their  Lordships  directed  that  the  petition       

should  stand  over  until  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  when  they  could 
refer,  if  necessary,  to  the  proceedings  in  Bankruptcy. 

The  appeal  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

♦    Mr.  H.  W.  Lord,  for  the  Appellant : — 

First :  I  contend  that  the  petition  upon  which  the  proceedings 
in  Lisolvency  in  the  Court  at  Barhadoes  were  founded  did  not  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  of  the  2nd  section  of  the  Island  Act, 
No.  234,  of  1846.  [The  Lobd  Chief  Babon  : — Can  you  open  that 
question  ?  No  appeal  has  been  made  from  the  Order  of  the  Court 
made  on  that  petition.]  If  your  Lordships  think  that  as  no  appeal 
was  presented  from  that  Order  we  cannot  now  object  to  it,  that 
ground  of  argument  of  course  fails.  But,  secondly ;  the  Appellant 
contends  that  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  in 
Barhadoes  oyer  liim  was  taken  away  by  the  proceedings  against  him 
in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy  in  England,  and  the  certificate  granted 
by  that  Court  was  a  bar  to  any  further  proceeding  in  the  Court  at 

•  Present : — The  Lobd  Justicb  Kkiqht  BaucE,  The  Lord  JasTiOB  Tubneb, 
and  Sib  Edward  Yaughak  Williams. 

t 
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J.  0.  Barhadoes.  [The  Lord  Chief  Babon  : — Then  you  contend,  as  a 
18G8  proposition  of  law,  that  the  certificate  of  the  Bankruptcy  Court  in 
0^  England  puts  an  end  to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Colonial  Court  in 
the  Insolvency  ?]  Yes ;  that  is  my  argument.  The  certificate  of 
conformity  having  been  granted  in  England  under  the  Act  of  the 
Imperial  Legislature,  12  &  1 3  Vict  c.  106,  s.  200,  protected  the 
person  of  the  Appellant  from  proceedings  under  the  penal  clause, 
sect.  20  of  the  Barhadoes  Insolvent  Ad,  No.  234,  of  1846,  in  respect 
to  debts  which  accrued  previous  to  the  date  of  the  adjudication  in 
Englcmd :  Edwards  v.  Boland  (1).  There  it  was  held,  that  a 
certificate  of  conformity  obtained  under  a  commission  of  Bank- 
ruptcy in  Engh/ndy  was  a  bar  to  an  action  for  debt  contracted  in 
Ccdcutia  previously  to  the  Bankruptcy,  although  the  Creditor  had 
no  notice  of  the  commission  and  was  resident  in  Calcutta.  Here 
the  debts  having  been  extinguished  by  the  English  certificate,  the 
criminal  charge  can  no  longer  be  sustained.  The  debts  were 
proveable  under  the  English  Bankruptcy.  The  Respondents 
having  obtained  judgment  upon  the  Bills  of  Exchange  before  the 
proceedings  in  Bankruptcy  in  England,  and  having  elected  not 
to  prove  the  judgment  debt  under  those  proceedings;  and  having 
interfered  by  opposing  the  discharge  of  the  Appellant  from  cus- 
tody, and  by  proving  their  other  judgment  debt ;  ought  not  to  have 
been  allowed  to  have  been  heard  to  oppose  the  final  discharge 
of  the  Appellant  under  the  Insolvent  proceedings  in  Barhadoes. 
The  Appellant  was  proceeded  against  in  the  Court  of  Bankruptcy 
for  the  same  offences  for  which  he  has  been  sentenced  to  imprison- 
ment by  the  Court  in  BarhadoeSy  but  taking  into  consideration  that 
the  only  opposing  Creditors  in  Barhadoes  were  the  Bespondents, 
who  also  were  parties  to  the  proceedings  in  England,  he  ought  not 
to  have  been  so  sentenced.  Lastly :  it  is  submitted  that  the  alle- 
gations held  by  the  Court  below  as  having  been  proved  against  the 
Appellant,  were  not  established  by  the  evidence  adduced  in  sup- 
port of  them,  but  assuming  that  all  or  any  of  these  allegations  were 
proved,  the  Order  inflicts  a  punishment  upon  the  Appellant  which 
is  unduly  severe,  and  disproportioned  to  the  offence. 

Mr.  Forsyth,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Ponttfex,  for  the  Bespondents,  were 

not  called  upon. 

(1)  1  Enapp's  P.  G.  Gases,  259. 

t 
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1    Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by  J.  0. 

1868 

The  Lord  Chief  Baron  : — 


OiLL 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  trouble  the  Be*         ^* 
-spondents'  Counsel  in  this  case.  ^^  * 

It  appears  that  the  Appellant  has  been  convicted  before  the 
Court  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  or  rather  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
possessing  jurisdiction  as  an  Insolvent  Debtor's  Court  in  the  Island 
of  Barhadoes,  upon  what,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  we  may 
prefer  to  as  four  distinct  charges  of  fraud  or  misconduct  within  the 
Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  respect  of  Insolvent  Debtors  in  the 
Island,  and  has  been  sentenced  to  eighteen  mouths'  imprisonment. 
Against  this  judgment  he  now  appeals  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council, 
«uid  the  question  is,  whether  either  on  the  technical  grounds  of 
law — ^for  they  are  purely  technical — which  have  been  urged  in  his 
favour,  and  urged  with  considerable  ability,  by  the  learned  Counsel 
who  has  appeared  before  us,  or  upon  the  substantial  merits  of  the 
<;ase,  he  is  entitled  to  maintain  this  appeal  ? 

It  appears  that  the  case,  which  is  of  a  somewhat  extraordinary 
-character,  is  as  follows :  The  Appellant,  being  a  trader,  and  having 
been  engaged  in  extensive  mercantile  transactions  in  this  Island 
as  long  back  as  the  year  1857,  quitted  Barbadoes,  after  having  tdi^- 
posed  of  his  property  in  a  way  hereafter  to  be]  referred  to,  leaving 
his  Books  and  his  accounts  in  a  state  of  the  greatest  confusion, 
^nd  also  leaving  a  number  of  debts  unpaid,  and  consequently  a 
great  number  of  unsatisfied  creditors.  He  appears  to  have  pro- 
<}eeded  to  Englandy  and  there  certain  proceedings  took  place  to 
which  hereafter  reference  will  be  made.  The  Appellant  having 
<}uitted  the  Island,  his  creditors  proceeded  to  take  steps  under 
what  may  be  called  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Act  in  force  there,  and 
•on  the  29th  of  April,  1857,  upon  what  is  called  a  petition  in  Insol- 
vency, he  was  adjudicated  an  Insolvent,  and  was  placed  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  Barhadoes.  Every  effort  was  made  to 
realize  the  property.  Proceedings  took  place  from  time  to  time, 
as  well  as  the  Insolvent  Court  and  its  Officers  were  able  to  resort 
to  proceedings,  in  order  to  inquire  into  the  state  of  his  affairs  and 
to  realize  his  effects.    Something  resulted  from  this,  for  it  seems 

that  some  dividend  has  been  declared,  but  he  was  found  to  be,  sub- 
VoL.  II.  3  R 
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J.  0.  stantially  speaking,  without  Books  of  account.  It  was  impossible 
1868  from  the  Books  that  were  found  to  ascertain  the  true  state  of  hi» 
^^  affairs,  and  nothing  could  be  learnt  concerning  them  but  from  a 
number  of  scraps  of  paper  and  memoranda  and  accounts  of  a  yery 
uncertain  and  irregular  character  which  were  found  in  his  house  or 
in  his  office.  The  result  was,  that  though  something  was  realized, 
nothing  satisfactory  could  be  done  under  these  proceedings  in  In- 
solvency. In  the  meantime,  it  seems  he  had  come  to  England  as- 
early  as  the  year  1856,  and  that  in  the  year  1857,  having  con- 
tracted a  debt,  he  was  sued  and  taken  in  execution  and  thrown  into- 
prison.  He  remained  in  prison  for  about  six  months.  During 
that  imprisonment,  and  in  order  to  obtain  his  liberation,  he  seem& 
to  have  resorted,  and  with  success,  to  some  course  of  proceedings 
under  the  Bankruptcy  Laws  of  this  Country.  Their  Lordships  have 
no  very  distinct  evidence,  except  from  his  own  statement,  as  to- 
what  the  real  nature  and  real  merits  of  the  proceeding  in  question 
were ;  but  certainly  he  himself  admits  that  the  adjudication  pro- 
ceeded upon  a  fictitious  debt,  alleged  to  have  existed  between  him- 
self and  a  person  of  the  name  of  Parker,  It  does  appear,  however, 
that  a  person  bearing  another  name,  claiming  a  debt  of  £53,  was 
the  petitioning  creditor,  and  the  result  at  last  was,  that  he 
obtained  his  dischai^,  on  the  28th  of  October  in  the  same  year, 
1857 ;  and  some  five  years  afterwards,  under  circumstances  which 
are  not  fully  before  us,  he  succeeded  in  obtaining  a  certificate,, 
which  no  doubt  discharged  him  from  his  debts.  Afterwards, 
having  returned  to  Barhadoes,  and  being  foimd  in  that  Island,  hi& 
creditors  very  naturally  resorted  to  such  proceedings  as  they  were 
enabled  to  resort  to,  according  to  the  law  of  Insolvent  debtors  in 
that  Colony,  and  in  January,  1865,  a  motion  was  made  to  restore 
his  name  to  the  list  of  Insolvents,  and  a  day  was  then  fixed  for  his 
final  examination.  The  notice  was  given  to  himself  and  the 
creditors  proceeded  to  make  the  charge  which  has  led  to  this  con- 
viction, and  to  the  sentence  against  which  he  now  appeals.  The 
whole  matter  came  on  to  be  heard,  and  was  heard  during  several 
days.  Witnesses  were  examined,  and  he  himself  was  examined,  at 
considerable  length,  as  well  as  witnesses  on  his  behalf,  and  the 
whole  matter  of  these  various  chaises  appears  to  have  been  fully, 
and  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  fairly,  and  according  to  law. 
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investigated  and  considered  by  the  Court  in  Barbadoes.  He  was  J.  0. 
fonnd  gnilty,  and  conviction  was  pronounced  upon  four  of  those  1868 
charges  to  which  we  are  now  about  to  advert,  and  he  was  sentenced  q^^ 
accordingly  to  eighteen  months'  imprisonment  on  account  of  the 
frauds  and  misconduct  of  which  he  was  thus  found  guilty.  The 
sentence  would  have  been  the  most  severe  that  the  law  allows — 
that  is  to  say,  two  years'  imprisonment — but  as  he  had  suffered 
an  imprisonment  of  six  months  in  England^  the  Court  was  pleased 
to  reduce  the  term  to  eighteen  months,  and  accordingly  to  eighteen 
months'  imprisonment  in  the  jail  at  Barbadoes  the  AppeUaut  has 
been  sentenced. 

'^  He  now  appeals  against  that  judgment  and  sentence,  and  sub- 
stantially it  is  upon  two  grounds.    It  was,  indeed,  rather  suggested 
I  than  seriously  argued,  that  from  the  beginning  the  Court  of  Bar- 

ladoes  had  no  jurisdiction,  though  certainly  the  petition  of  Insol- 
vency appears  to  be  rather  informal  in  its  terms  and  in  its  cha- 
racter ;  but  upon  that  petition,  which  does  substantially,  though 
not  formally  or  very  explicitly,  disclose  enough  to  give  the  Court 
jurisdiction,  the  Court  pronounced  an  order  or  decree  of  Insolvency, 
and  from  that  time  to  this  their  jurisdiction  and  the  decree  itself 
have  never  been  questioned,  and  this  appeal  is  not,  in  terms  at 
least,  directed  against  that  decree.  Their  Lordships,  therefore, 
pass  by  that  part  of  the  case  altogether. 

But  then  it  is  contended  that  the  proceedings  in  Bankruptcy  in 
this  Country,  under  an  Act  of  the  Imperial  Legislature,  the  adjudi- 
cation in  Bankruptcy,  and  finally  the  certificate  granted  by  the 
Commissioner  in  Bankruptcy  in  the  year  1862,  have  the  effect  not 
only  of  discharging  the  Insolvent  from  the  debts  which  he  had 
contracted  in  Barbadoes — indeed,  any  debt^  to  which  he  might  be 
liable,  contracted  in. any  part  of  the  world — but  of  superseding  the 
authority  of  the  Coartin  Barbadoes  altogether,  and  depriving  them 
of  the  jurisdiction  which  they  had  acquired  under  the  adjudication 
in  Insolvency  in  1857,  and  of  disabling  them  to  proceed  further  in 
that  matter,  and,  therefore,  of  course,  to  hear  the  complaint,  and  to 
pronounce  the  judgment  and  sentence  against  which  this  appeal 
has  been  brought.  Now  it  is  quite  true  that  an  adjudication  in 
Bankruptcy,  followed  by  a  certificate  of  discharge  in  this  Country 

under  the  Bankrupt  laws  passed  by  the  Imperial  Legislature,  has 

3  R  2 


176  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  R. 

J.  C.       the  effect  of  barring  any  debt  which  the  Bankrupt  may  have  con- 

1868       tracted  in  any  part  of  the  world,  and  it  would  have  the  effect  of 

Gill       putting  an  end  to  any  claims  in  the  Island  of  Barhadoes,  or  else* 

Babbok      where,  to  which  the  Appellant  might  have  been  liable  at  the  date 

of  the  adjudication.    There  is,  indeed,  much  to  throw  a  deep  shade 

of  suspicion  oyer  these  proceedings,  but  there  they  are,  recorded 
according  to  law  in  this  Country ;  there  is  the  adjudication,  and 
there  is  the  certificate.  The  adjudication  has  never  been  sus- 
pended or  annulled,  the  certificate  remains  in  full  force ;  and  their 
Lordships  do  not,  whatever  may  be  their  opinion  of  the  circum* 
stances  under  which  the  adjudication  was  originally  obtained,  feel 
themselves  at  liberty  to  treat  the  proceeding  as  otherwise  than 
valid,  and  of  full  force  as  far  as  it  can  have  any  legal  effect  upon 
the  debts  or  the  proceedings  in  Barhadoes. 

But  then  the  question  arises  whether  the  effect  of  these  pro- 
ceedings in  Bankruptcy  in  this  CJountry  can  supersede  the  authority 
of  the  Court  in  Barbadoe9y  and  deprive  that  Court  of  jurisdiction 
to  inquire  afterwards  into  frauds  and  offences  committed  against 
the  law  of  Insolvent  Debtors  in  that  Island,  when  the  Insolvent 
has  returned  and  placed  himself  again  within  its  jurisdiction ;  and 
their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  the  proceedings  in  Bankruptcy 
in  this  Country  have  no  such  effect.  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas, 
possessing  jurisdiction  in  the  matter  of  Insolvent  Debtors  in  the 
Island  of  Barhadoes,  having  acquired  jurisdiction  over  the  whole 
matter  in  the  year  1857  by  the  decree  then  pronounced,  their 
jurisdiction  continues,  and  continues  unimpaired  to  this  day,  and  in 
all  time  to  come.  It  is  quite  true  that  the  debts  may  be  barred, 
so  that  the  Court  could  not  proceed  to  enforce  the  payment  of 
those  debts  directly  or  indirectly  as  agcunst  the  debtor,  or  in  any 
other  way ;  but  although  the  debts  may  be  irrecoverable,  the  juris- 
diction of  the  Court  to  inquire  into  offences  committed  or  alleged 
to  have  been  committed  against  the  law  of  Insolvent  debtors  in 
that  country  still  continues.  It  is  under  that  jurisdiction,  and  in  a 
proceeding  perfectly  regular  in  all  its  forms  and  in  all  its  stages, 
that  the  Insolvent,  the  now  Appellant^  has  been  called  before  the 
Court,  and  these  four  charges  have  been  preferred  against  him, 
upon  which  four  charges  he  has  been  convicted  and  subjected  to 
the  sentence  in  question. 
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AH  that  now  remains  for  their  Lordships  to  consider  is,  whether  J.  OL 
the  Court  has  done  wrong,  and,  therefore,  whether  this  appeal  ought  1868 
to  be  allowed  upon  the  merits  of  the  ease  in  respect  to  these  four  q^ 
charges,  or  any  of  them  ? 

The  first  of  those  charges  is,  that  the  Insolyent  had  contracted  a 
debt  with  the  now  Respondent  without  having  any  reasonable  or 
probable  expectation  at  the  time  when  it  was  contracted  of  being 
able  to  pay  it.  Now,  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  Appellant  has 
admitted,  and  he  could  not  do  otherwise,  that  in  fact  the  charge  is 
substantiated  and  true,  and  he  only  contends  that  the  debt  itself 
being  extinguished  by  the  proceedings  in  Bankruptcy  in  this 
country,  the  criminal  charge  can  no  longer  be  sustained.  Their 
Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  that  is  not  so,  but  that  the  offence 
having  been  committed,  it  was  only  by  an  accident  that  upon  this 
and  the  other  charges  he  had  not  been  arraigned  and  prosecuted  to 
conviction  in  the  Island.  It  was  owing  to  his  having  departed 
from  the  Island,  and  thus  wilfully  and  fraudulently  evaded  the 
process  of  the  law,  that  he  was  not  prosecuted  for  these  offences  at 
a  much  earlier  period;  but,  as  has  been  already  observed,  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  still  continuing,  although  the  debt  is 
cancelled,  he  still  remains  liable  to  the  criminal  charge,  and  upon 
that  charge  it  is  admitted  that  he  has  been  properly  convicted. 

Passing  over  the  fifth  charge,  which  has  been  withdrawn,  their 
Lordships  now  come  to  the  sixth,  which  is  in  substance  that, 
having  purchased  with  his  own  money  a  house  or  property  called 
Hadings  Hotise,  instead  of  having  the  conveyance  made  to  himself, 
which  would  have  placed  it  within  the  reach  of  his  creditors  under 
this  very  proceeding  by  virtue  of  the  Insolvent  DMors  Act,  he 
caused  it  to  be  conveyed  to  the  Trustees  of  his  marriage  settlement, 
in  effect  for  the  benefit  of  some  members  of  his  family.  W^ithout 
going  into  what  afterwards  took  place  as  to  the  sale,  and  other 
machinery  with  which  the  transaction  became  involved,  it  is  per- 
fectly clear  that  this  was  in  itself  a  fraud  within  the  express  words 
of  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Ad  in  Barhidoes,  and  that  therefore  he  was 
properly  convicted.  He  seeks  to  excuse  himself  in  his  examina- 
tion by  alleging  that  he  was  indebted  to  the  Trustees,  and  that  he 
had  had  £900  of  their  money.  If  that  were  so,  that  would  not 
justify  him,  unless  he  had  openly  and  regularly,  in  8atis£Etction  of 
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J.O.  that  debt,  and  not  by  way  of  fraudulent  preference,  expressly  in 
1868  consideration  of  that  debt,  conveyed  the  property  in  question  to 
^^  his  Trustees.  Then  he  says  he  purchased  it  very  cheap,  but  it 
appears  to  haye  been  worth  considerably  more  than  the  £900 
which  he  alleged  he  owed  to  the  trustees.  Its  value  is  said  to 
have  been  £8,000,  and  this  property  he  withdraws  and  abstracts 
from  his  creditors,  and  conreys  to  these  Trustees,  and  then  runs 
away  from  the  Island,  leaving  his  Creditors  without  the  means 
of  obtaining  satisfaction  of  their  debts.  This  charge  is,  therefore, 
established. 

The  seventh  charge  presents  a  very  simple  and  clear  case  of 
fraud  in  relation  to  HastinffS  Howey  and  comes  within  the  express 
words  of  the  Insolvent  Debtors  Ad  of  this  Island.  It  appears 
that  he  prevailed  upon  the  Bev.  Mr.  Braithwaite,  a  connection  of 
his  own,  to  suffer  a  judgment  for  a  debt  due  or  alleged  to  be  due 
by  BraUhwaUe  to  himself,  not  in  his  own  name — which,  of  course, 
in  the  event  of  these  proceedings  having  taken  place,  would  have 
given  to  his  Creditors  the  full  benefit  of  that  judgment,  and  put 
the  £8,000  in  their  hands  to  be  divided  among  the  Creditors — but 
he  causes  the  judgment  to  be  suffered  in  the  name  and  for  the 
benefit  of  the  Trustees  under  his  marriage  settlement^  and  for  the 
benefit  of  his  own  family.  He  himself  scarcely  denies  the  fact  He 
seeks  to  say  there  were  some  transactions  under  which  this  might 
be  justified ;  but,  in  truth,  it  is  a  very  confuted  story  which  he 
tells,  and  the  plain  English  of  the  whole  appears  to  be  this>  that 
there  being  a  debt  due — for  one  cannot  suppose  that  any  Gentle- 
man in  his  senses  would  have  suffered  a  judgment  to  be  entered  up 
against  him  for  this  large  sum  of  £8,000  unless  he  really  owed  the 
money  in  some  way  or  other — ^this  debt,  represented  by  this  judg- 
ment, is  thus  transferred  into  the  hands  of  the  Trustees  under  the 
marriage  settlement,  the  judgment  being  suffered  to  them  and  in 
their  names,  the  Trustee  himself,  who  gave  evidence  in  the  case, 
knowing  nothing  about  the  transaction  until  he  is  informed  that  ho 
has  become  possessed  of  this  security  for  £8,000,  on  behalf  of  the 
family  of  the  Insolvent.  It  is  clear  also  that  this  charge  is  com- 
pletely established. 

Then,  as  to  the  eighth  charge,  that  he  contracted  a  debt  to  the 
estate  of  the  same  gentleman,  the  Bev.  John  Braithwaite^  deceased. 
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under  whose  Will  he  was  a  Trustee,  fraudulently  and  by  means  of  a        J.  o. 
breach  of  trust, — that  charge  again,  upon  his  own  shewiug,  is  sub-        ises 
stantiated.    It  appears  that  after  the  death  of  Mr,  Braiihwaite,  the       qjj^ 
Insolvent  and  another  person  then  in  the  Island  of  Barbadaes  were     ^;  ^' 
co-trustees,  and  the  Trustee  in  the  Island  remitted  to  the  Appel-      .  -n — 
lant^  who  was  then  ixi  England^  the  sum  of  £500,  in  order  to  pay  a 
debt  claimed  by  the  Government  on  account  of  revenue,  in  respect 
•of  the  estate  of  the  deceased  Mr.  Braithwaite,    He  received  the 
£500 ;  he  does  not  deny  that.    He  goes  on  to  say,  ^'  It  may  have 
been  to  pay  this  debt ;  it  certainly  was  for  the -estate  of  Mr.  BraUh- 
icat^,  and  I  applied  it  to  my  own  use."  He  pretends  to  justify  that 
by  saying  he  considered  he  was  at  liberty  to  do  so,  because  he  had 
lived  with  Mr.  BraiihwaUey  or  Mr.  BraithwaUe  had  lived  with  him. 
It  is  perfectly  manifest  that  this  sum  of  £500  was  remitted  to  him 
to  be  applied  in  discharge  of  a  debt  due  to  the  Crown  by  the 
■estate  of  Mr.  BraUhwaitey  and  that  instead  of  doing  his  duty  like 
an  honest  man  and  paying  that  debt,  and  so  freeing  the  estate 
from  the  claim,  he  applied  it  to  his  own  use. 

All  four  of  these  charges,  therefore,  being  completely  substan- 
tiated, and  there  being  no  answer  and  no  excuse  that  we  can  find 
in  any  part  of  these  proceedings — even  upon  the  statement  of  the 
Appellant  himself, — it  only  remains  for  their  Lordships  humbly  to 
advise  Her  Majesty  to  afibm  the  sentence  of  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  BarbadoeSy  and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Lawrcmcey  Plews,  dk  Bayer. 
Solicitor  for  the  llespondents :  Charles  Champion. 
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J.  C*      THOMAS  JAMES  WALLACE Appellant  - 

1868  AND 

Ji^s.     JOHN  McSWEENY Respondent. 

ON  appeal  from  the  supreme  court,  HALIFAX,  KOYA 

SCOTIA. 

Nova  Scotia  Beviaed  Statutes^  part  3,  c/j.  134,  tit,  36 — Foreclosure  suit —  Vexa^ 
tious  and  frivolous  pleas — Irregularity — Decree — Amendment  of  pleas. 

In  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  Supreme  Court,  at  Jlalifax,  on  motion,  set  aside* 
the  pleas  of  the  Defendant  as  false,  frivolous,  and  vexatious,  and  by  the  same 
Order  directed  the  foreclosure  of  the  equity  of  redemption.  On  appeal,  such 
Order  was  held  irregular  and  set  aside,  the  Judicial  Committee  (without 
deciding  the  merits)  being  of  opinion  that,  though  the  pleas  were  inconsis* 
tent,  multifarious,  and  embarrassing,  the  Supreme  Court  was  bound,  by  the 
provisions  of  the  62nd  and  63rd  sections  of  part  3,  ch.  134,  tit.  36,  of  the 
Nova  Scotia  Revised  Statutes,  in  respect  to  amendment  of  pleadings ;  and 
the  suit  remitted  back  to  the  Court  below,  with  liberty  for  the  Defendant  to 
apply  to  amend  his  pleas,  or  in  default  that  the  pleas  should  be  set  aside. 

IN  this  case  the  appeal  was  brought  from  a  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  at  Halifax,  which  confirmed  an  Order  made  by 
Mr.  Justice  Wilkins,  in  an  action  in  the  nature  of  a  foreclosure 
suit,  brought  by  the  Respondent  against  the  Appellant,  whereby 
the  Court  set  aside  certain  pleas  as  false  and  frivolous,  and  ordered 
the  foreclosure  of  certain  mortgaged  premises. 
The  material  facts  were  these : — 

James  Dunphy,  Dean  of  a  Koman  Catholic  Church  at  Halifax^ 
Nova  Scotia,  but  at  the  time  of  his  death  residing  in  Ireland,  by 
his  Will  appointed  Patrick  Dunphy,  the  Appellant,  and  the  Re- 
spondent, Executors  and  Trustees.  After  directing  payment  of 
debts  and  funeral  expenses,  he  bequeathed  to  Dunphy  and  the 
Appellant  the  sum  of  £3,800,  to  be  disposed  of  by  them  in  accord- 
ance with  a  private  letter  of  instructions  directed  by  him  to  Dunphy^ 
and  the  Appellant,  such  bequest  being  a  private  trust  to  Dv/nphy 
•  and  the  Appellant.  The  Testator  further  bequeathed  the  residue 
of  his  estate  and  effects  to  his  Executors,  in  trust  to  pay  yearly  the 

•  Present :— Lobd  Romillt,  Tmc  Lobd  CmsF  Baron  (Sib  Prrz-RoY  Kelly),. 
Sib  Jambs  William  Colvile,  and  Sir  Edward  Yaughan  Williams. 
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sum  of  £100  to  the  support  of  a  Eoman  Catholic  School  in  the        J.  C. 
City  of  St,  Johuy  Netv  BrunBioieJc,  and  the  yearly  sum  of  £100  to        1868 
the  support  of  a  Roman  Catholic  School  in  the  Town  of  Halifax,     wallaci' 
Nova  Scotia  ;  and  he  further  directed  his  Executors  to  collect  the   j^os^J^^-y 

amounts  due  to  him  on  certain  mortgages,  and  apply  the  proceeds        

thereof  to  the  payment  of  his  legacies,  and  if  the  same  were  in- 
sufficienty  then  to  raise  the  deficiency  by  sale  of  a  portion  of  certain 
securities  held  by  Testator,  the  remainder  of  securities  to  remain 
in  the  same  investment  as  long  as  deemed  expedient.  There  was 
no  gift  of  the  residue  except  in  trust  as  aforesaid. 

In  consequence  of  differences  arising  between  the  Executors ; 
the  Bespondent  and  Dimphy,  ili  May,  1864,  commenced  a  suit  in 
the  Equity  side  of  the  Supreme  Court,  Nova  Scotia,  against  the 
Appellant,  with  regard  to  the  execution  of  the  trusts  of  the  Will. 

In  the  same  month,  a  written  agreement  was  entered  into  be- 
tween the  Bespondent  and  Dunphy,  and  the  Appellant,  for  the  com- 
promise of  that  suit,  and  after  reciting  that  differences  had  arisen 
between  the  Executors  touching  the  management  of  the  estate,  the 
control  of  the  funds,  and  the  construction  of  the  Will,  and  that  for 
settling  the  same  the  Appellant  had  agreed  to  relinquish  the  office 
of  Trustee  and  Executor  under  the  Will,  and  to  release  to  the  Be- 
spondent and  Dunphy  all  his  the  Appellant's  rights  to  any  portion 
of  the  estate,  and  to  pay  over  to  them  the  sum  of  |16,000  in  fidl  of 
the  money  of  the  estate  remaining  in  his  hands,  subject  to  certain 
deductions;  and  reciting  that  the  Bespondent  and  Dv/nphy  had 
agreed  to  indemnify  the  Appellant  from  any  liability  under  the 
WiU^  and  all  claims  of  the  next  of  kin  of  the  Testator  or  any  other 
person  claiming  under  the  Will ;  it  was  witnessed,  that  the  Bespon- 
dent and  Bunphyy  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of  |16,000,  subject  to 
deductions  as  aforesaid,  in  hand,  well  and  truly  paid  by  the  Appel- 
lant, the  receipt  whereof  was  thereby  acknowledged,  covenanted  to 
discontinue  the  suit  and  indemnify  the  Appellant  as  aforesaid,  and 
released  the  Appellant  from  all  claims  in  respect  of  the  estate,  and 
the  Appellant  thereby  relinquished  the  office  of  Executor  and 
Trustee,  and  released  the  Bespondent  and  Dunphy  from  all  claims 
under  the  Will. 

By  an  Indenture  dated  the  25th  of  May,  1864,  the  Appellant 
and  his  wife  mortgaged  certain  premises  situate  in  HalifouBy  Nova 
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J.  C.       Scotia,  to  Dmiphy,  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  19,000 
1868       to  be  paid  to  Dunphy  by  the  Appellant.    By  another  indentnrey 
Wallace     bearing  date  the  20th  of  March,  1865,  the  Executors  of  Dunphy, 
McSwEENY   ^^^^  deceased,  assigned  the  above  mortgage  to  the  Bespondent. 

In  December,  1865,  the  Bespondent  brought  a  suit  against  the 

Appellant  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Nova  Seotia,  by  a  writ  of  sum- 
mons, claiming  a  sum  of  $9,000,  with  arrear  of  interest  thereon,  to 
be  due  from  the  Appellant  to  the  Bespondent  for  principal  and 
interest  on  the  above  mortgage,  and  in  default  of  payment  of 
the  principal  money  and  interest,  the  Bespondent  prayed  that  the 
equity  of  redemption  in  the  premises  comprised  in  the  mortgage 
might  be  foreclosed,  and  a  sale  of  the  premises  made,  and  out  of 
the  proceeds  of  such  sale  the  amount  due  on  the  mortgage,  with 
interest  and  costs,  paid  to  the  Bespondent. 

The  Appellant  pleaded  the  following  'pleas : — ^First-^  that  the 
Indenture  of  mortgage  was  not  his  deed.  Second,  that  the  Indenture 
of  mortgage  was  executed  voluntarily  without  consideration,  as  the 
Plaintiff  well  knew  before  he  took  an  assignment  thereof!  Thirdi 
that  the  Plaintiff  gave  no  consideration  for  the  assignment. 
Fourth,  that  when  the  mortgage  was  executed,  it  was  agreed  by 
the  Mortgagee,  as  part  of  the  consideration  thereof,  and  as  a  con* 
dition  precedent  to  the  payment  of  the  |9,000,  to  obtain  for  the 
Defendant  releases  from  the  next  of  kin  of  Dunphy,  the  Testator, 
and  to  indemnify  the  Defendant  before  the  |9,000  secured  by  the 
mortgage  could  be  demanded ;  that  no  such  releases  had  been  pro* 
cured  or  tendered ;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  was  cognisant  of  the  agree- 
ment and  condition  precedent  at  the  time  the  same  were  made  and 
at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to  him  of  the  mortgage ;  and  that 
the  releases  and  indemnification  aforesaid  had  never  been  given. 
Fifth,  that  the  Plaintiff,  and  the  Defendant,  and  Pairiok  Dunphy, 
were  Executors  of  Dean  Dunphy's  Will ;  that  the  Defendant  had 
obtained  probate  of  the  Will  in  Ireland,  and  had  theretmder  received 
moneys  of  the  estate ;  that  disputes  had  arisen  between  Patrick 
Dunphy,  the  Plaintiff,  the  Defendant,  and  some  of  the  next  of  kin 
of  the  Testator,  touching  the  moneys ;  that  the  Defendant  had  pro« 
posed  to  withdraw  from  the  management  of  the  estate,  and  to  pay 
over  to  Patrick  Dunphy  and  the  Plaintiff  for  the  estate,  the  sum 
of  $16,000,  upon  condition  that  Patrick  Dunphy  and  the  Plaintiff 
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would  indemnify  the  Defendant  against  the  consequences  of  so  J-  0. 
withdrawing ;  and  that  the  next  of  kin  should  release  the  Defen-  1868 
dant  from  all  further  liability;  that  Patrick  Dunphy  and  the  Wallace 
Plaintiff  agreed  to  these  conditions,  and  that  the  Defendant,  in  moStokny. 
part  performance  of  the  agreement,  executed  the  mortgage  upon  — 
the  express  condition  that  the  indemnity,  releases,  and  discharge 
should  be  giyen  before  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage  should 
be  called  in ;  that  these  conditions  had  never  been  fulfilled ;  that 
the  Defendant  was  willing  to  pay  the  amount  secured  by  the  mort* 
gage  upon  these  conditions  being  fulfilled  ;  that  the  Plaintiff  took 
the  assignment  of  the  mortgage  with  knowledge  of  the  premises, 
yet  that  he  was  seeking  to  foreclose  the  mortgage  and  call  in  the 
money  in  violation  of  the  agreement,  and  to  leave  the  Defendant 
without  indemnity  against  the  claims  of  the  next  of  kin,  and  with 
no  means  of  the  estate  to  meet  them.  Sixth,  that  the  Defendant 
was,  since  the  death  of  Pairiok  Dunphy,  the  only  surviving  Trustee 
under  the  Will  of  the  Testator  for  the  sum  of  £3,800,  and  that  he 
was  willing  and  agreed  to  leave  the  management  of  the  estate  and 
appropriation  of  the  ftmds  thereof  to  Patrick  JDwiphy  during  the 
term  of  Patrick  Dunphj^a  life,  and  in  pursuance  of  the  agreement 
executed  the  mortgage  to  Patrick  Dimphyy  the  money  thereby 
8eciu*ed  being  part  of  the  trust  money  which  came  to  the  Ap» 
pellant's  hands  as  Trustee  with  Patrick  Dunphy;  that  Patrick 
Dv/nphy  died  without  having  fulfilled  the  trusts  of  the  Will, 
and  the  Appellant,  as  the  only  surviving  Trustee,  was  entitled 
to  resume  and  did  resume  the  trusts,  and  was  entitled  to  hold 
the  moneys  secured  by  the  mortgage  deed  for  the  purposes  of  the 
trust;  that  the  Plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  the  assignment,  and  at 
the  commencement  of  the  suit,  well  knew  the  above  premises,  and 
that  the  Indenture  of  mortgage  ought  to  have  been  released  and 
discharged,  and  the  property  therein  mentioned  reconveyed  to  the 
Appellant.  Seventh,  that  the  making  of  the  mortgage  was  an 
improper  disposition  of  the  funds  of  the  estate,  and  the  mortgage 
was  illegal  and  void.  Eighth,  that  the  money  secured  by  the 
mortgage  belonged  to  the  estate  of  Dean  Dunphy,  and  that  the 
Plaintiff  should  have  instituted  the  suit  as  one  of  the  Executors  of 
the  estate,  and  not  in  his  own  name,  without  declaring  the  trusts 
for  which  he  was  bound  to  hold  the  mortgage.    Ninth,  that,  upon 
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J.  C.        the  death  of  Patrick  Dunphy,  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  and 

1868       resumed  the  executorship  and  trusteeship,  under  the  Will  of  Dean 

Wallace     Dunphify  and  that  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage  formed 

McSwEENT    ^^^  ^^  *^®  estate,  and  that  the  purpose  for  which  the  mortgage 

was  given  had  not  been  carried  out,  as  the  Plaintiff  knew  at  the 

time  of  the  assignment,  and  that  money  secured  by  the  mortgage 
ought  to  be  treated  as  money  of  the  estate,  to  be  applied  under  the 
Will  by  the  Plaintiff  and  the  Defendant  conjointly  as  co-Execu- 
tors. Tenth,  that  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  money  secured  by 
the  mortgage  on  the  death  of  PcUrick  Dunphy  reverted  to  the 
Defendant  alone  as  sole  surviving  Trustee,  for  the  sum  of  £3,800, 
he  having  no  other  funds  of  the  estate  wherewith  to  satisfy  that 
trust.  Eleventh,  that  the  Defendant  was  one  of  the  Executors  of 
Dean  Dunphy,  and  the  only  one  to  whom  probate  was  granted  in 
the  country  of  the  Testator's  domicile  at  his  death ;  that  the  money 
secured  by  the  mortgage  was  parcel  of  the  estate  of  the  Testator, 
received  by  the  Defendant  under  the  probate ;  that  the  Defendant 
was  called  upon  to  pay  money  for  legacy  and  succession  duty 
equal  to  the  sum  secured  by  the  mortgage ;  that  this  was  one  of 
the  demands  against  which  the  Defendant  was  entitled  to  be 
indemnified,  as  aforesaid,  and  against  which  he  had  not  been 
indemnified,  and  that  he  had  a  right  to  retain  the  money  secured 
by  the  mortge^e  to  meet  and  indemnify  himself  against  the  claim. 
Twelfth,  that  the  money  secured  by  the  mortgage  belonged  to  the 
estate  of  Dean  Dunphy,  received  by  the  Defendant  as  Executor, 
under  probate  granted  to  him  alone  in  Ireland ;  that  the  Defendant 
had  never  renounced  such  probate ;  that  the  Defendant  had  been 
willing  that  the  estate  should  be  managed  by  Patrick  Dtmphy  and 
the  Plaintiff,  and  for  this  purpose  he  executed  the  mortgage  upon 
the  condition  that  Patrick  Dunphy  and  the  Plaintiff  should  in- 
demnify him  against  all  claims  in  respect  of  the  estate,  and  that 
Patrick  Dunphy  died  without  having  indemnified  the  Defendant 
and  without  settling  the  estate ;  that  the  Defendant  being  unwilling 
that  the  estate  should  be  settled  by  the  Plaintiff  alone,  resumed 
the  management  and  settlement  thereof  as  Executor  and  Trustee 
ajB  aforesaid,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do ;  that  the  premises  were  known 
to  the  Plaintiff  when  he  took  the  assignment  of  the  mortgage ;  and 
that  the  same,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  ought  to  be  given  up  and 
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cancelled.    Thirteenth,  that  the  alleged  Indenture  of  mortgage        J.C. 
was  given  as  and  for  an  escrow  until  an  event  occurred  which  had       1868 
not  yet  happened.    Fourteenth,  that  the  Plaintiff  had  possessed     walulcx 
himself  of  a  large  sum  of  money  belonging  to  the  estate  for  which   Mcs^imrT 

he  had  never  accounted,  and  the  Defendant  having  no  confidence        

in  the  Plaintiff,  in  consequence  of  his  not  having  accounted  as 
aforesaid,  was  unwilling  to  hand  over  the  funds  of  the  estate  se- 
cured by  the  mortgage  to  the  Plaintiff  alone,  as,  in  case  of  mis- 
application of  the  funds,  the  Defendant  would  remain  liable  for 
the  said  moneys  so  misapplied  as  aforesaid. ' 

The  Bespondent  applied  for  and  obtained  a  rule  nm,  to  set 
aside  the  pleas  as  false,  frivolous,  and  vexatious,  supporting  such 
application  by  an  affidavit  of  his  Attorney.  The  Appellant  made 
an  affidavit  in  answer  stating,  that  his  pleas  were  not  false  or  vexar 
tious,  but  were  true  and  correct,  and  set  forth  in  detail  the  facts  ' 

intended  to  be  proved  in  support  of  the  pleas. 

The  rule  nisi  came  on  to  be  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  WUkinSy 
who  pronounced  the  following  judgment : — "  I  am  of  opinion  that 
the  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  I  reject  every  statement  made, 
the  object  of  which  is  to  deny  or  qualify  the  written  agreement 
under  seal  executed  by  the  late  Bev.  Patriek  Dimphy  and  MeSweeny 
of  the  one  part,  and  by  the  Defendant  of  the  other  part.  It 
is  not  denied  that  the  mortgage  in  question  formed  a  part  of 
the  $16,000  that  were  the  consideration  expressed  in  the  agree- 
ment for  the  covenants  therein  contained  on  the  part  of  the 
deceased  and  MeSweeny  to  be  performed.  It  is  not  denied  that 
the  mortgage,  was  executed  to  the  Eev.  PcUriek  Dunphy  for  the 
benefit  of  the  estate  that  he  represented,  and  at  his  death  his 
Executors  assigned  it  to  MeSweeny,  whom  I  must  regard,  from 
the  language  and  spirit  of  the  agreement,  to  have  been  when  it  was 
assigned  to  him  the  sole  acting  Executor  of  the  Will  of  the  late  Dean 
Dimphy.  If  he  is  not  in  legal  strictness  and  in  every  sense  to  be  so 
regarded,  it  is,  at  least,  not  competent  for  this  Defendant,  having 
executed  the  agreement  in  question,  to  contend  before  me  on  this 
motion  that  he  is  to  be  viewed  in  any  other  light.  The  Defendant 
not  only  executed  the  agreement,  relyjng  on  the  covenants  of 
Dwnphy  and  MeSweeny ^  but  he  executed  this  mortgage  (viewed  as 
a  payment  on  account  of  the  |16,000,  or  pro  tanto)  unconditionally. 


V. 
HcSWEENT. 
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J.  C.  the  agreement  shewing  conclusively  that  there  were  no  conditions 
1868  to  be  performed  by  the  other  party  as  precedent  to  their  right  to 
Wallace  i^ake  the  mortgage  available  for  the  benefit  of  the  estate.  The 
claim  which  the  Defendant  now  makes  to  take  part  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  Will  he  did  not  reserve  or  notice  in  the  articles  under 
seaL  His  conduct  in  relation  to  the  mortgage,  and  the  sum 
secured  by  it  after  his  execution  of  it,  has  been,  on  his  own  shew- 
ing, utterly  inconsistent  with  his  present  contention,  that  payment 
of  it  cannot  be  enforced  against  him.  It  is  utterly  inconsistent 
also  with  his  allegation  that  the  articles  in  the  agreement  are  im- 
perfect and  were  not  intended  to  be  operative.  What  the  Defen- 
dant urges  now,  in  answer  to  the  rule,  he  might  have  urged  and 
should  have  insisted  on  at  the  execution  of  the  articles,  if  he  deemed 
it  essential  for  his  own  security  or  for  the  interest  of  the  estate 
that  he  represented.  The  pleas  must  be  set  aside,  and  the  usual 
order  for  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgage  premises  pass." 

An  Order  of  that  date  was  thereupon  made  in  the  terms  of  the 
judgment. 

The  Appellant  appealed  therefrom  to  the  Supreme  Court 
After  argument^  the  Chief  Justice  Young,  on  the  2nd  of  August, 
1866,  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  the  material  parts  of 
which  were  in  these  terms : — "  The  question  is,  whether  it  is  com- 
petent to  the  Defendant  to  raise  the  defences  which  are  contained 
in  his  voluminous  pleas.  Now,  we  are  all  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not 
competent  for  him  to  do  so.  The  money  in  this  mortgage  is  not 
his  money :  it  belongs  to  the  trust  estate,  and  by  our  original  deci- 
sion ought  to  have  been  paid  into  this  Court  for  the  protection  and 
safety  of  the  Legatees  and  heirs  to  whom  it  really  belongs.  This 
was  our  judgment  when  the  Defendant  was  still  an  Executor, 
d  fortiori  it  is  our  judgment  now,  when  he  has  ceased  to  be  one. 
We  beg  to  be  understood,  however,  as  giving  no  opinion  whatever 
upon  the  right  he  now  claims  to  resume  the  Executorship,  and  the 
management  of  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the  estate.  These  ques- 
tions, or  any  other,  it  is  perfectly  open  to  him  to  raise  on  a  suit 
for  that  purpose.  All  we  say  is,  that  he  has  no  business  to  raise 
them  in  this  suit  in  the  fj^e  of  his  agreement  under  seal.  We  will 
take  care,  however,  that  no  injustice  is  done  him.  We  are  disposed 
to  do  more  for  him,  in  fact,  than  he  did  for  himself.  From  the  fact 
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that  the  Plaintiff  has  the  confidence  of  the  Executors  of  Patrick       J.  0. 
Dunphy,  and  the  natural  guardians  of  the  rights  of  their  Church,        1S68 
and  of  the  Legatees,  we  are  satisfied  that  the  Defendant  runs  no     wj^Ice 
risk  of  being  called  upon  for  legacy  duties  or  any  other  liabilities   '^^^' 

of  the  estate;  but  we  will  not  expose  him  even  to  that  remote       

risk.  In  granting  the  foreclosure,  we  will  direct  the  proceeds  to 
be  paid  to  the  Accountant-General,  and  out  of  these  will  see  tliat 
all  just  demands  are  discharged.  On  this  account,  we  think  the 
want  of  the  schedule  of  little  moment.  The  want  of  it  does  not 
vitiate  the  agreement,  and  the  contemplated  deductions  will  be 
ascertained,  and  settled  here,  if  not  already  paid.  ...  It  was  urged 
that  a  motion  to  set  aside  pleas  as  false  could  not  be  made  in  a 
foreclosure  suit ;  and  if  we  were  governed  by  the  English  practice, 
or  the  rules  of  an  Equity  Court,  this  objection  would  be  fatal. 
But^  by  the  4th  section  of  our  Equity  Act  in  all  cases  formerly 
determinable  in  Chancery,  and  now  conducted  in  the  Supreme 
Court,  the  practice  of  the  Supreme  Court,  as  far  as  it  is  applicable, 
shall  be  observed.  And  we  hold  it  to  be  the  practice  of  this  Court, 
which  experience  has  shewn  within  its  legitimate  bounds  to  be  a 
wholesome  and  highly  convenient  practice,  that  a  motion  to  set 
aside  false  and  vexatious  pleas  will  apply  equally  to  a  foreclosure 
as  to  a  Common  law  suit.  If,  indeed,  fraud  had  been  alleged  in 
the  Defendant's  pleas  as  tainting  this  mortgage  or  impeaching  its 
consideration,  we  would  probably  have  thought  it  right  to  remit  it 
to  a  jury.  If,  again,  the  Defendant  had  ventured  to  deny  that  the 
mortgage  was  his,  that  is  a  question  which  we  would  not  have  tried 
on  afBdavits,  but  would  have  considered  this  summary  jurisdiction 
as  at  an  end.  The  Court  then  went  on  to  say  that  the  "  reserva- 
tions in  the  pleas  on  the  face  of  the  sealed  instrument  are  not  only 
in  contradiction  of  the  rules  of  evidence,  but  are  contradictory  of 
all  the  facts  of  the  case.  The  main  point  of  the  execution  of  the 
mortgage  is  admitted.  It  is  true  that  the  Defendant,  in  his 
affidavit,  says  that  he  never  made  the  mortgage  set  forth  in  the 
Plaintiff's  declaration,  nor  any  other  mortgage,  with  interest,  to 
the  Eev.  Patrick  Btmphy ;  but  this  is  only  a  subtilty  which  we 
regret  to  see  in  an  affidavit,  the  mortgage  having  been  set  out 
in  the  declaration  by  mistake,  as  if  it  bore  interest  on  the  face  of 
it,  which  it  does  not,  and  the  denial  applying  only  to  the  mort- 
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^*  C.       gage  as  so  pleaded,  and  not  to  the  mortgage  as  it  was  in  fact 

1868       executed,  and  is  now  before  us.    Both  on  principle,  then,  and  on 

Wallace     the  rules  of  practice,  we  are  of  opinion,  that  this  appeal  should  be 

MoSwEENT    <^s^i<Bsed,  and  the  Order  for  foreclosure  and  sale  of  the  mortgage 

premises  will  pass  with  the  direction  we  have  intimated  as  to  the 

proceeds." 

It  was,  therefore,  ordered  that  the  Order  made  by  Mr.  Justice 
WHkins  be  confirmed  with  costs,  and  that  on  the  sale  of  the  mort- 
gag^  premises  the  Sheriff  was  directed  to  pay  the  proceeds  to 
the  Accountant-General. 

The  appeal  was  from  this  Order  of  confirmation. 

Sir  B.  PalmeTy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Watkin  Williams,  for  the  Appel- 
lant : — 

In  substance,  though  in  the  form  of  action,  this  is  a  foreclosure 
suit.  No  form  of  action  is  necessary  to  be  stated  in  the  writ  or 
proceedings  in  Nova  Scotia :  Bevised  Statutes  oiNova  Scotia,  ch.  134, 
tit.  36,  sect.  2.  First:  the  Orders  appealed  against  are  not  in 
accordance  with  the  principles  or  practice  which  ought  to  have 
been  acted  on  by  the  Supreme  Court  sitting  as  a  Court  of  Equity. 
It  was  not  competent  for  that  Court  to  decree  an  immediate  fore- 
closure of  the  mortgage  without  directing  an  account  to  be  taken 
of  the  amount  due  for  principal  or  interest,  and  without  giving  the 
Appellant  the  opportunity  of  redeeming.  The  Supreme  Court, 
however,  had  no  power  to  set  aside  the  pleas  as  false,  frivolous, 
or  vexatious,  for  even  if  they  did  not  disclose  a  good  defence  to 
the  suit,  which  we  submit  they  did — if  they  were  objected  to  as 
false,  argumentative,  or  uncertain,  to  use  the  language  of  the  Be- 
vised Statutes — the  proper  course  would  have  been  by  application 
to  a  Judge  to  have  such  pleading  amended  under  the  provisions  of 
the  Statutes  in  force  in  Nova  Scotia  (1 ) ;  and  if  colourably  amended 

(1)  Beyised  Statutes  of  ^ova /Scoria  G2.  *' Duplicity,  argumentativeness, 

3rd  series,  part  8,  cb.  134,  tit.  36,  sects,  and  uncertainty,   shall  be  no   longer 

0 1 ,  62  and  63, "  Pleading  and  Practice."  grounds  of  objection  to  a  pleading,  un- 

These  sections  are  as  follows : —  less  the  efifect  of  such  duplicity,  argu- 

Sect.  61.  **  Except  in  the  cases  here-  mentativeness,  or  uncertainty,  shall  be 

inafter  particularly  mentioned,  no  plead-  to  embarrass  the  opposite  party;  but 

ing  shall  be  deemed  insufficient  for  any  if  any  pleading,  by  reason  of  duplicity, 

defect    now  objectionable    on    special  argumentativeness,  or  uncertainty,  shall 

demurrer  only.  be  so  framed  as  to  embarrass  or  mis- 
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the  Judge  has  power  to  set  aside  the  whole  or  any  part  of  the 
pleadings  (1).  It  is  quite  plain  that  there  has  been  a  miscarriage  of 
justice;  the  Court  could  not  set  these  pleas  aside  on  motion,  and 
the  Orders  of  the  Court  below,  being  contrary  to  the  right  and 
justice  of  the  case,  cannot  be  upheld. 

Mr.  Bruce,  Q*C.,  and  Mr.  Cohen,  for  the  Eespondent : — 

First :  The  question  whether  the  Supreme  Court  ought  to  have 
set  aside  the  pleas  was  one  not  to  be  decided  by  any  fixed  statutory 
rule,  as  contended  for  by  the  Appellant,  but  was  one  in  which  the 
Court  was  at  liberty  to  exercise  its  discretion ;  the  decision,  there- 
fore, of  the  Court  below  cannot  be  questioned,  unless  it  appears^ 
beyond  a  doubt,  that  the  Court  came  to  a  wrong  conclusion  on  the 
merits,  or  that  injustice  would  be  done  by  such  Order  as  was  made. 
The  pleas  are  manifestly  false,  frivolous  and  bad,  and,  therefore,  no 
practical  injustice  was  done  by  setting  them  aside  on  motion,  which, 
though  the  suit  was  one  of  foreclosure,  the  Chief  Justice  in  his 
judgment  says,  was  in  accordance  with  the  usual  practice.  Upon  the 
merits :  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  Indenture  of  mortgage  was 
delivered  as  an  escrow.  By  the  defence  sought  to  be  set  up,  the 
Appellant  attempted  to  vary  by  parol  evidence  the  terms  of  the 
written  agreement  of  May,  1864,  and  the  mortgage.  Now,  the  terms 
of  that  agreement  clearly  shew  that  the  mortgage  was  not  intended 
to  be  subject  to  any  of  the  conditions  set  up  in  the  pleas,  and  was 


lead  the  opposite  party,  it  shall  be  com- 
petent to  the  latter  to  apply  to  a  Judge 
to  have  such  pleading  amended,  which 
application  shall  be  by  summons, 
wherein  the  party  shall  state  the  par- 
ticular ground  of  objection,  and  require 
that  the  pleading  be  amended. 

63.  *'  Upon  the  hearing  of  such  sum- 
mons, if  the  Judge  shall  be  of  opinion 
that  the  objection  is  well  founded,  and 
that  the  pleading  is,  in  the  matter  ob- 
jected to,  so  pleaded  as  to  embarrass  or 
mislead  the  opposite  party,  he  may 
order  the  party  pleading  to  amend  in 
such  manner  as  he  may  direct  upon 
payment  of  costs ;  and  in  the  event  of 
such  amendment  not  being  made  within 

Vol.  II. 


a  limited  time,  the  party  complaining 
shall  be  at  liberty  to  demur,  but  if  the 
Judge  shall  not  be  of  such  opinion,  he 
shall  dismiss  the  summons  with  costs, 
and  the  party  complaining  shall  have 
no  further  right  of  objection  as  to  the 
point  mentioned  in  the  summons  or  as 
to  any  other  point  of  duplicity,  argu- 
mentativeness, or  uncertainty." 

(1)  Ibid.  sect.  71 :  "  The  Court  or  a 
Judge  shall,  in  all  cases,  have  power, 
on  such  terms  as  to  costs  or  otherwise 
as  they  shall  think  fit,  to  set  aside,  in 
whole  or  in  part,  false,  frivolous  or  vex- 
atious pleadings,  and  pleadings  colour- 
ably  amended  in  pretended  compliance 
with  a  Judge's  order  to  amend." 
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J.O.       binding  on  all  parties  until  set  aside.    Again,  the  Appellant  is 

1868       estopped,  by  reason  of  having  paid  |1,000  and  having  promised  to 

Wallaob     P^y  ^6  residue,  from  alleging  the  defences  set  up  by  his  pleas. 

MoSwHOTT    ^^®  Court,  by  directing  the  proceeds  to  be  paid  into  Court,  will 

take  care  that  the  Appellant  be  protected  from  the  risks  which 

are  alleged  in  the  pleas  as  the  grounds  for  resisting  the  Be- 
spondent's  claim. 

The  Lobd  Chief  Bakon: — 

In  this  case  their  Lordships  are  not  called  upon  to  pronounce  any 
opinion  upon  the  real  merits  of  the  cause.  It  appears  that  the  Appel- 
lant and  the  Bespondent,  and  another  Grentleman,  now  deceased, 
were  co-Executors  and  Trustees  of  a  Boman  Catholic  Priest  of  the 
name  of  Dunphtf,  and  various  sums  of  money,  part  of  the  estate, 
having  been  collected,  a  portion  of  which  were  in  the  hands  of  the 
present  Appellant,  some  dissatisfaction  arose  on  the  part  of  his 
oo-Ezecutors.     This  led  to  a  suit  which  was  instituted,  and  in 
which  no  doubt  the  present  Appellant  would  have  been  held 
liable  for  the  various  sums  of  money  that  he  had  received  on 
account  of  the  estate,  and  would  have  been  called  upon  to  account 
for  those  moneys,  and  to  pay  them  into  Court,  in  order  that  the 
estate  might  be  duly  administered.    But  it  seems  before  that  suit 
was  finally  determined,  the  parties  came  together — the  three 
Executors — ^and  they  entered  into  an  agreement,  the  substance  of 
which  is  in  effect  this,  that  the  now  Appellant  was,  so  far  as  he 
lawfully  could,  to  cease  to  be  an  Executor  and  Trustee ;  that  he 
was  to  pay  over,  not  the  whole  moneys  which  he  had  received,  but, 
by  way  of  compromise,  the  sum  of  |16,000,  or  thereabouts,  to  his 
two  co-Executors,  and  that  they  were  to  undertake  to  indemnify 
him.    In  fact,  by  the  agreement  itself  (had  it  been  executed  by 
all  the  parties)  they  would  have  covenanted  to  indemnify  him 
against  all  claims,  either  by  the  next  of  kin  or  other  parties  bene- 
ficially interested,  or  Creditors,  or  all  other  persons  in  any  way 
connected  with  this  estate.    The  agreement  was  duly  executed  by 
the  Appellant,  but  he  appears  not  to  have  paid  over  the  sum  of 
$16,000  as  contemplated  by  the  agreement;  but^  either  at  the 
same  time  or  within  a  day  or  two  afterwards — certainly  in  the 
course  of  the  same  month  of  May — he  appears  to  have  executed 
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■and  deliyered  the  mortgage  now  in  question.    Unfortunately,  this       J.  C. 
agreement  does  not  appear  to  have  been  executed  by  the  two  other       1868 
parties,  the  oo-Executors.    They,  therefore,  received  the  mortgage,     walulob 
They  had  the  agreement  of  the  now  Appellant,  with  his  personal  Hcg^^^nr. 
security  and  the  instrument  imder  seal  itself,  for  the  performance        *"" 
of  his  part  of  the  contract ;  while  he,  on  the  other  hand,  had  no 
496curity  from  them,  except  the  mere  fact  that  the  other  two  parties 
had  taken  the  benefit  of  this  agreement,  and  had  received  not  the 
money,  but  a  mortgage  to  secure  the  payment  of  the  money  con- 
tracted for  on  the  part  of  the  now  Appellant 

Such  being  the  state  of  things,  the  Bespondent^  who  had  become 
sole  Assignee  of  this  mortgage  by  a  subsequent  conveyance,  brings 
this  action  for  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage ;  and  it  appears  that 
xmder  the  rules  by  which  the  proceedings  of  the  Court  in  Nova 
Seotia  are  regulated,  though  a  suit  for  a  foreclosure,  it  is  in  the 
form  of  an  action  at  law,  and  that  consequently  the  Plaintiff  puts 
in  his  declaration,  called  a  writ  of  summons,  to  which  the  De- 
fendant, the  now  Appellant,  is  in  due  time  called  upon  to  plead. 
It  seems  that  he  fEuled  to  appear  within  the  number  of  days  re- 
quired by  the  rules  of  the  Court,  and  there  was  a  judgment  by 
default  against  him.  That  judgment  was  set  aside,  and  he  was 
subsequently  let  in  to  plead.  In  due  time  he  pleads 'several  pleas, 
which  are  before  us  in  this  record,  and,  undoubtedly,  we  feel  bound 
to  observe  in  relation  to  these  pleas,  that  they  are  inconsistent^ 
multifEurious,  and  highly  embarrassing,  and  we  cannot  doubt  that  if 
^m  application  had  been  made  to  the  Court  under  the  62nd  and 
63rd  sections  of  the  chapter  relating^  to  pleadings  and  practice  in 
the  Bevised  Statutes  of  Nova  Scotia,  thQ  Court  would  have  ordered 
these  pleas  to  be  set  aside,  unless  the  Defendant,  the  now  Be- 
spondent,  should  have  amended  them  so  as  to  present  his  defence 
in  a  proper  and  intelligible  form.  But  instead  of  that,  it  appears 
ihat  the  Bespondent  was  advised  to  apply  to  the  Court  to  set  aside 
these  pleas  as  false  and  frivolous,  and  the  Court  made  an  Order  that 
they  should  be  set  aside  as  false  and  frivolous,  and  either  by  the 
same  Order,  or  by  some  Order  or  decree  immediately  afterwards, 
decreed  a  foreclosure  and  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  premises. 

Now,  the  question  is  whether  this  proceeding  on  the  part  of  the 

C!ourt  is  to  be  sustained  ?    Their  Lordships  feel  bound  to  abstain 
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J-  0.        from  offering  any  opinion  wliatever  upon  the  merits  of  this  case. 

1868       Their  Lordships  do  not  say  what  may  be,  or  what  ought  to  be,  the 

Wallace     ultimate  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court,  but  they  think  that  this 

MoSwiaKY.   Ord^r  ought  to  be  set  aside  and  the  judgment  of  that  Court  reversed, 

and  the  cause  be  remitted  to  the  Court  below,  without  prejudice  to 

the  right  of  the  Plaintiff— that  is,  of  the  now  Eespondent — ^if  he 
shall  be  so  advised,  to  call  upon  the  Defendant,  the  now  Appellant, 
by  rule  to  reform  and  amend  his  pleas,  or,  &iling  to  do  so,  that  the 
pleas  should  be  set  aside.  It  is  with  liberty  to  him  so  to  apply, 
and  without  prejudice  to  his  right  to  do  so,  that  their  Lordships 
will  advise  Her  Majesty  to  reverse  this  decree;  to  remit  the 
matter  back  to  the  Court  below,  for  it  to  proceed  in  due  course  of 
law ;  and  with  regard  to  the  costs,  their  Lordships  direct  that  the 
Appellant  shall  have  the  costs  of  this  appeal,  but  that  all  other 
costs  will  be  in  the  discretion  or  subject  to  the  adjudication  accord- 
ing to  law  of  the  Court  below. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  HiU,  San,  &  Eedd. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Bowes  dt  Sons. 
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THE  «  HALLEY," 


ON  APPEAL  FKOM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 

Shipping — Collision  hetween  a  British  and  Foreign  Vessel  in  Foreign  Waters — 
Compulsory    Pilotage — Tort    committed    in    Foreign    State — Damages — 
Suit  in  English  Admiralty  Court — Conflict  qf  Law^Belgian  Law — Lex 
Fori — Merchant  Shipping  Acty  1854 

In  cases  arising  upon  contracts  entered  into  in  a  Foreign  country,  the  Courts 
of  JBngland  inquire  into  and  act  upon  the  law  of  Foreign  countries  where,  by 
express  reference,  or  by  ycessary  implicati9n^  the  Forfj py»  '«*"  ^b  JTirOT^***^ 
Htl^'tM  ^nntiTttfiti  f"^  piXKir  and  consideration  of  the  Foreign  law  becomes 
necessary  to  the  construction  of  the  contract  itself.  But  in  admitting  the  proof 
of  Foreign  law  as  part  of  the  circumstances  attending  the  execution  of  the 
'Contract^  or  as  one  of  the  facts  of  the  existence  of  a  tort,  an  English  Court 
applies  and  enforces  its  own  law  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  to  the  case 
established,  but  will  not  enforce  a  Foreign  Municipal  law,  and  give  a  remedy 
in  the  shape  of  damages,  in  respect  of  an  act  which  by  the  English  law 
imposes  no  liability  on  the  person  from  whom  the  damage  was  claimed. 

Thus  in  a  cause  of  collision  promoted  by  the  owners  of  a  Norwegian\ 
Barque,  against  a  British  Steamer,  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  Eng-j 
Jandf  for  damage  done  in  Belgian  waters,  alleged  to  have  been  occasioned/ 
by  the  negligent  and  improper  navigation  of  the  steam-vessel,  the  owners 
of  the  Steamship  pleaded,  that  the  vessel  was  in  charge  of  a  Pilot  whom  they 
were  compelled  by  the  Belgian  law  to  employ.    The  owners  of  the  Barque 
replied,  that  by  the  Belgian  law  it  is  provided  that  the  owners  of  a  Ship  which 
has  done  damage  to  another  by  collision  are  liable  for  the  damage  notwith- 
standing the  vessel  was  in  chaige  of  a  compulsory  Pilot,  and  although  the 
dam^e  was  occasioned  by  his  negligence  or  want  of  skill.    The  owners  of 
the  BSq^  to  this  plea  objected,  that  even  if  the  article  pleaded  were  true, 
they  would  not  be  liable  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  England,    The  Court 
of  Admiralty  admitted  the  plea  of  the  Belgian  law : — 

Held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty,  that  the  claim  being  founded  on  a  tort  committed  in  the  territory 


*  Present: — Sib  Williax  Eble,  Lobd  Justice  Wood,  LobdJu8TIObSblwyn» 
Sib  James  William  Colvile,  and  Sib  Edwabd  Yauqhan  Williams. 


THE  LIVEEPOOL,  BEAZIL,  AND  EIVBR   \  [     J.  0* 

PLATE    STEAM    NAVIGATION    COM-    I  Appellants;        i868 
PANT,  LIMITED )  juneii. 

AND 

HENEY  BENHAM  akd  others Eespondents. 
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J.  O.  of  a  Foreign  State,  the  party  claiming  reparation  in  a  British  Court  was  not 

1868  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Foreign  law  against  the  admitted  provisions  of 

wyw  the  Statute  Law  of  England^  and  the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 

The   ^  in  respect  of  compulsory  pilotage,  by  which  no  such  liability  as  provided  by 

the  Belgian  law  existed,  as  it  is  contrary  to  principle  and  authority  to  hold 
that  an  English  Court  ^111  enforce  a  Foreign  Municipal  law,  and  give  a 
remedy  in  the  shape  of  damage,  in  respect  of  an  act  which,  according  to  it& 
own  principles,  imposes  no  hability  on  the  person  from  whom  the  damages^ 
are  claimed. 
The  case  of  Smith  v.  Condry  (1)  observed  upon. 

A  CAUSE  of  damage  promoted  by  the  Eespondents,  the  owners 
of  the  Norwegian  Barque  jyopofecm,  against  a  British  Steamship^ 
the  Rdlleyy  for  the  recoyery  of  damages  by  reason  of  a  collision 
which  took  place  between  the  Napoleon  and  the  HaUei/,  on  the 
20th  of  Decembery  1866,  in  Fluking  Moada,  in  Belgian  territory. 

The  Appellants,  the  owners  of  the  EdUey,  by  the  eleyenth 
article  of  their  answer  to  the  Bespondents'  petition,  averred  that,, 
by  the  Belgian  law  which  prevailed  at  the  time  and  place  of 
the  collision,  the  HaUey  was  compulsorily  in  charge  of  a  duly 
appointed  Pilot,  whom  the  Appellants  did  not  select  and  had  no 
power  of  selecting ;  and  by  the  twelfth  and  thirteenth  articles- 
they  further  alleged,  that  all  the  Pilot's  orders  were  duly  obeyed 
and  complied  with,  and  that  if  the  collision  was  not  the  result  of 
inevitable  accident,  it  was  exclusively  occasioned  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  Pilot. 

The  Respondents,  in  their  reply  to  the  Appellants'  answer, 
pleaded,  by  the  third  article,  as  follows  : — "  By  the  Belgian  or 
Dutch  laws  in  force  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  collision,  the 
owners  of  a  Ship  which  has  done  damage  to  another  Ship  by 
collision  are  liable  to  pay  and  make  good  to  the  owners  of  such 
lastly-mentioned  Ship  all  losses  occasioned  to  them  by  reason  of 
such  collision,  notwithstanding  that  the  Ship  which  has  done  such 
damage  was  at  the  time  of  the  doing  thereof  being  navigated 
under  the  direction,  and  in  charge  of  a  Pilot,  duly  appointed  or 
licensed  according  to  the  said  laws,  and  notwithstanding  that  such 
damage  was  solely  occasioned  by  the  negligence,  default,  or  want 
of  skill  of  such  Pilot,  without  any  contributory  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  Master  or  Crew  of  such  lastly-mentioned  Ship ;  and 

(I)  1  Howard's  Rep.  (U.  S.)  28. 
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notwithstanding  that  it  was  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  collision        j.  o. 
by  the  said  laws  compulsory  on  such  lastly-mentioned  ship  to  be        1868 
navigated  under  the  direction  and  in  charge  of  such  Pilot,  and  the       ^^ 
Defendants,  the  owners  of  the  HaUey^  are  by  virtue  of  the  said   "H^i'i'W.*' 
laws  liable  to  pay  and  make  good  to  the  Plaintiffs  all  losses  occa- 
sioned to  them  by  the  said  collision,  even  if  the  statements  con- 
tained in  the  eleventh  article  of  the  said  answer  be  true." 

The  Appellants  moved  the  Court  to  strike  out  this  third  article 
on  the  ground  that,  though  the  article  be  true,  they  were  not 
liable  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  England^  when  the  Judge 
(Sir  Bobert  PhiBimore),  on  the  26th  of  November,  1867,  gave 
judgment  in  which  he  held  (1),  that  the  Bespondents  were  en- 
titled to  plead  that  the  law  of  Bdgivmy  within  whose  territorial 
waters  their  vessel  received  damage  from  the  vessel  of  the  Appel- 
lants, rendered  them,  although  compelled  to  take  a  Pilot  on  board, 
liable  to  make  reparation  for  the  wrong  she  had  done,  and 
rejected  the  Appellants*  motion  (2). 

From  this  judgment  the  present  appeal  was  brought 

The  SoUeitor-Generdl  (Sir  W.  Balid  Brett,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  Cohens, 
for  the  Appellants : — 

The  effect  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  amounts  to 
this,  that  in  an  action  of  tort,  the  tort  being  committed  in  a 
Foreign  country  in  which  a  particular  liability  exists,  an  English 
Court  of  law  will  enforce  that  liability,  and  administer  the  Muni- 
cipal law  of  a  Foreign  country  in  a  cause  of  action  which  would 
not  lie  here.  Now,  that  is  a  proposition  which  we  maintain  is 
wholly  untenable.  The  law  by  which  liability  is  determined  in  an 
action  of  tort  is  the  &«  fori :  The  Maria  (3) ;  The  Annapolis  (4) ; 
The  Vernon  (5) ;  2%6^«flg[6) ;  The  Agrieda  (7).  No  authority  can 
be  found  to  shew  that  there  is  a  remedy  here  for  a  tort  abroad 
which  is  not  a  tort  here :  ^w-^^(^  Fhjffj¥m  Aa^  SiU**  ^^^«  ^^^^  ^  ^7f 
The  remedy  must  be  such  as  can  be  administered  and  enforced 
in  the  Court  whose  aid  is  invoked,  and  not  the  law  and  pro- 
cedure of  the  Foreign  country  where  the  trespass  has  been  00m- 

(1)  Uw  Bep.  2  Ad.  &  £.  8.  (4)  Lush.  295. 

(2)  Ibid.  23.  (5)  1  W.  Rob.  316. 

(3)  1  W.  Rob.  95.  (6)  Luah.  6. 

(7)  2  W.  Rob.  10. 
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J.  0.  mitted :  Scott  v.  Lord  Setfmour  (1).  An  English  Court  of  law 
1868  will  not  entertain  a  cause  of  action  arising  in  a  Foreign  country 
The  which  would  not  lie  here.  Suppose  that  by  the  law  of  a  Foreign 
"Hallet,*  conntry  an  insulting  gesture,  or  defamation  of  an  Official  per- 
sonage, is  considered  an  assault,  both  of  which  are  punished  by 
fine  or  forfeiture,  or  again,  until  lately,  by  American  law,  in  the 
Southern  States,  for  harbouring  a  Slave ;  could  an  English  Ck)urt 
administer  here  such  remedy  as  is  giyen  by  the  Foreign  law? 
It  is  absurd  on  the  face  of  the  proposition.  It  is  true  that  an 
English  Ck)urt  will  take  notice  of  Foreign  law  in  actions  on  cod- 
tracts,  the  lex  loci  contracttis,  or  the  lex  loci  solutionis,  being  held 
to  prevail  solely  with  a  view  of  carrying  out  the  intention  of  the 
parties,  and  of  putting  a  construction  on  the  contract  But  no 
such  reason  exists  for  applying  the  lex  lod  ddicti  in  an  action 
founded  on  tort  or  delict.  There  is  no  analogy  between  the  cases. 
Here  the  English  and  not  the  Belgism  law  must  prevail.  In  the 
case  of  Simpson  v.  Fogo  (2)  a  British  ship  mortgaged  in  Enffland, 
but  remaining  in  possession  of  the  Mortgagor,  was  attached  in 
New  Orleans  by  a  Creditor  of  the  Mortgagee.  The  Supreme 
Court  of  Louisiana  refused  to  recognise  the  mortgage  as  being 
valid,  as  the  law  of  Louisiana  did  not  recognise  a  transfer  of  pro- 
perty in  chattels  without  delivery  of  possession,  but  in  a  suit 
brought  by  the  Mortgagee  in  England,  it  was  held,  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court  was  examinable,  and,  being  opposed 
to  the  principles  of  the  law  of  England,  could  not  be  regarded. 

A  Court  of  Admiralty  has  no  jurisdiction  in  collision  cases 
except  by  Statute.  It  was  originally  an  Instance  Court  In 
cases  of  collision  in  inland  waters  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  is  only  derived  by  the  Statute,  24  Vict  c.  10,  s.  7 :  The 
Malvina  (3).  It  does  not  extend  to  Foreign  waters :  The  Ida  (4). 
The  Bespondents  import  the  Belgian  law  for  the  damage  occasioned 
by  the  Pilot,  who  was  not  their  servant  They  contend  that  by 
Belgian  law  the  Appellants  are  liable  for  the  Pilot's  acts.  The 
English  law  must  govern  the  case.  By  that  law  a  compulsory 
Pilot,  who  has  a  right  to  take  command  of  the  Ship,  is  not  the 

(1)  1  H.  &  C.  219.  Hunter,  Law  Rep.  3  Ch.  479. 

(2)  1  H.  &  M.  196.  See  also  The  (3)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.  8.)  357. 
Liverpool  Marine  Credit  Company  v.         (4)  Lush.  6. 
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servant  of  the  Ship-owner ;  he  cannot  control  him  in  the  perform- 
ance of  his  work^  and,  therefore,  is  not  liable  for  the  acts  of  a 
person  he  is  compelled  to  employ.  He  is  expressly  exonerated 
l^y^J  Statate>  17  &  18  Vict,  c.  104>  p,  388:  TheSiIbao(l);  The 
Maria  (2).  The  same  principle  is  recognised  by  the  Civil  Code  of 
New  York,  §  1280 ;  Story,  §  456,  note ;  Smiih  v.  Condry  (3).  The 
maxim  "quifaeit  per  altum,facii  per  se,"  therefore,  does  not  apply, 
and  any  damage  done  by  the  collision  by  the  Jdespondent's  vessel 
is  damnum  sine  injuria,  the  Pilot  not  being  under  the  control  of 
the  Appellants.  The  wrongdoer  was  the  Pilot,  and  as  selection  is 
a  necessary  condition  to  constitute  the  relation  of  master  and  ser- 
vant, no  person  is  answerable  for  a  tort  by  another  unless  he  has 
employed  him :  Bmlie  v.  The  London  and  North  Western  BaUway] 
fibmypiy  [4)j    Brown,  y^  , tfgflgf^  (5) :   Laugher  v.  Pointer  (o) ;    I 

MiUiffan  v.  Wedge  (7) ;  The  Mersey  Docks  Trustees  v.  CUbhs  (8).  i 

The  judgment  of  the  Court  below  proceeds  on  the  assumption 
that  there  was  a  maritime  lien  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  and 
that  the  doctrine  enunciated  in  The  Bold  Buedeugh  (9),  that 
damage  creates  a  lien  on  the  ship  causing  the  collision,  applies ; 
but  in  the  case  of  The  Paeifio  (10)  it  was  held  that  under  the  5th 
section  of  the  Admiralty  Cotirt  Act,  1861,  material  men  acquire  no 
maritime  lien,  only  a  right  to  sue  the  ship.  Although  there  may 
be  a  maritime  lien,  yet  the  owner  is  liable  to  an  action  for  damages, 
which  sweeps  away  any  lien:  ^he  Amalia  (11).  The  argument 
derived  from  the  Civil  law  regarding  the  ci>ligalio  ex  delieti,  so 
strongly  urged  and  insisted  on  by  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court 
below,  has,  in  truth,  no  bearing  in  this  case.  The  Court  of 
Admiralty  administers  the  law  of  Nations,  or  the  Civil  law,  subject 
to  the  Municipal  law  of  England,  and  has  no  power  to  enforce  an 
obligation,  which  is  not  only  not  recognised  or  allowed  by  the 
Municipal  law,  bnt  \a  expy^^ly  provided  against  by  Statute, 
^  "^  I§  yiytn  p-  1Q^,  j  «^ft^-  The  Belgian  law  sought  to  be 
imported  by  the  third  plea  into  the  case  has  not,  in  fact,  been 
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(1)  Lush.  149. 

(2)  1  W.  Bob.  95. 

(8)  1  Howard's  Rep.  (U.  S.)  28. 

(4)  4  Exch.  256. 

(5)  5  C.  B.  599. 


(6)  5  B.  &  a  653. 

(7)  12  A.  &  E.  737. 

(8)  Law  Rep.  1  H.  L.  116. 

(9)  7  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  267. 
(10)  1  Br.  &  Lush.  243. 
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(11)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  484. 
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J.  c.  violated  by  the  Appellants ;  all  they  have  done  is  to  refuse  to 

1868  pay  the  damages.     Upon  all  these  grounds,  we  submit  that  the 

tjxg^  Bespondent's  remedy  can  only  be  in  accordance  with  the  lex  fori, 

"Halmt."  j^iJ  ^Y^i  lY^Q  ^jj^gg  miigt  i)e  decided  agreeably  to  the  general 

Tna^i^^jjpff  law  as  administered  here :  The  Hamimrg  (1). 

Mr.  Mcmisti/y  Q-C,  and  Mr.  darhon,  for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  real  question  is,  whether  the  law  of  EnglMhi  or  the  law 
of  Belgium  goyems  the  case.  The  learned  Judge  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  has  decided,  as  we  maintain  rightly,  that  the 
Belgian  law  is  alone  applicable.  The  case,  no  doubt^  is  one  of 
tort,  or,  in  the  language  of  the  Civil  law,  ^' oUigatio  ex  delicto*'  and 
we  contend  must  be  determined  by  the  law  of  Belgium,  and 
not  by  the  procedure  of  the  Court  here.  Where  the  cause  of 
action  arises  in  a  Foreign  country,  the  lex  loci  govems  the  right, 
the  lex  fori  the  procedure :  Mostyn  y.  Fabrigaa  (2) ;  LammeB  y. 
SeweH (3) ;  Hvher  y.  Steiner  (4);  Castriqvs  v.  Imrie  (5) ;  Scott  y.  Lord 
Seymour  (6) ;  Bafad  y.  Verdd  (7).  The  American  Courts  adopt  the 
same  principle :  Smith  y.  Gondry  (8),  where  it  was  held  that  if  a 
collision  occurs  in  an  English  port,  the  rights  of  the  parties  are 
goyemed  and  are  to  be  determined  by  the  provisions  of  English 
Statutes  then  in  force.  If  this  action  had  been  brought  in  Beigivmy 
no  question  would  have  arisen,  and  the  Court  ought  to  admi- 
nister the  same  remedy  as  is  given  in  that  country.  By  the  Civil 
law  the  Bespondents  have  a  right  to  be  placed  in  the  same  condition 
they  were  before  the  wrong  was  done  them.  In  other  words,  they 
were  entitled  to  what  the  Civilians  call  '^  redibutio  in  integrum,'* 
and  to  have  that  reparation  which  the  lex  lod  eommisei  delieta  would 
have  enforced :  Story,  Conflict  of  Laws,  c.  viii.  §.  307,  c.  14 :  The 
MUford  (9).  The  lex  fori  in  this  case  would  be  insufficient,  and 
afford  no  remedy  at  all  against  the  wrongdoers.  Here  the  Pilotage 
is  compulsory,  but  the  owners  are,  in  opposition  to  English  law, 
by  Belgian  law,  liable  for  the  Pilot's  acts.    It  is  rightly  observed 

(1)  Br.  &  Lush.  263  ;  S.  C.  on  appeal,  (4)  2  Bing.  N.  C.  202. 
2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.  S.)  289.  (5)  8  C.  B.  (N.  S.)  406. 

(2)  Cowp.  161.      See   1  Smith's  (6)  32  L.  J.  (N.  S.)  (Exch.)  61. 
Lead.  Oases,  523.  (7)  2  W.  Black.  983. 

(3)  5  H.  &  N.  728.  (8)  1  Howard's  Rep.  (U.  S.)  28. 

(9)  Swab.  361. 
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by  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below,  that  in  the  admission  of  J.  0. 
the  Foreign  law,  the  lex  loci  delicto  commim  to  govern  the  case  is  1868 
not  to  be  preyented  by  reason  of  its  repugnance  to  justice  or  thb 
public  policy.  The  Amaiia  (1),  relied  on  by  the  other  side,  was  a 
decision  on  th^  ^flfy^  of  the  54th  .section  of  thg  JfiUffrfiJj^ni  S[hij>pini^ 
Act  (25  &  26  Vict  c.  63),  with  respect  to  limited  liability  applying 
equally  to  British  and  Foreign  vessels ;  it  is  not  otherwise  recon- 
cilable with  the  previous  decision  in  The  Bold  Buccleuffh  upon  the 
doctrine  of  lien  (2).  The  damage  created  a  lien  on  the  ship,  to  be 
given  effect  to  by  proceedings  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  this 
country.  We  contend,  therefore,  that  we  have  a  right  to  plead,  as 
decided  by  the  Court  below,  that  the  law  of  Belgium,  within  whose 
territorial  waters  the  damage  complained  of  took  place  from  the 
Appellant's  vessel,  renders  them,  as  owners,  liable  to  make  repara- 
tion for  the  wrong  she  has  done.  The  Appellants  knew  when  they 
took  the  Pilot  on  board  they  would  be  liable  for  his  acts. 

The  Lord  Justice  Selwyn  : —  1868 

This  is  an  appeal  from  an  Order  by  the  Judge  of  the  High       JtOy  2. 
Court  of  Admiralty,  dated  the  26th  of  November,  1867,  and 
admitting  the  third  article  of  the  reply  filed  by  the  Plaintiffs  in 
the  Court  below,  who  are  the  present  Bespondents. 

The  cause  is  a  cause  of  damage  promoted  by  the  Bespondents 
as  owners  of  a  Norwegian  Barque  called  the  Napcleon^  against  a 

recovery  of  damages  occasioned  to  the  Bespondents  by  reason  of 
a  collision  which  took  place  on  the  8th  of  January,  1867,  in 
Fliuhififf  Boads,  between  the  Napoleon  and  the  HaHey. 

In  their  petition  the  Bespondents  state  that  the  collision  was 
caused  by  the  negligent  and  improper  navigation  of  the  HaHey. 

The  Appellants,  in  their  answer  to  that  petition,  state  that  the 
HaUey  is  a  Steamship  belonging  to  the  port  of  Liverpool,  and 
that  '^  by  the  Belgian  or  Dutch  laws  which  prevail  in  and  over 
the  river  Scheldt,  and  to  which  the  said  river  is  subject,  from  the 
place  where  the  said  river  Pilot  came  on  board  the  HaUey,  and 
thence  up  to  and  beyond  the  place  of  the  aforesaid  collision,  it 
was  compulsory  on  the  said  Steamer  to  take  on  board  and  be 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.  S.)  471.  (2)  7  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases,  267. 
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J.  0.       navigated  under  the  direction  and  in  charge  of  a  Pilot  duly 

1868       appointed  or  licensed  according  to  the  said  laws ;  and  it  was  by 

•Phe        virtue  of  such  laws  that  the  Halley.was  compelled  to  take  on 

**  Halley.**  board  and  to  be  given  in  charge^  and  until  the  time  of  the  said 

collision,  as  aforesaid,  to  remain  in  charge  of,  and  did  take  on 

board,  and  was  given  in  charge,  and  up  to  the  time  of  the  said 

collision  remained  in  charge  of  the  said  river  Pilot,  who  was  duly 

appointed  or  licensed  according  to  the  said  laws,  and  whom  the 

Defendants  or  their  Agents  did  not  select  and  had  no  power  of 

selecting ;"  and  "  that  the  collision  was  not  caused  by  the  negligence, 

default,   want  of  skill,  or  improper  conduct  of  any  person  on 

board  the  HdUet/,  except  the  said  river  Pilot." 

In  reply  to  this  answer,  the  Bespondents  pleaded  the  following, 
being  the  third  article  in  their  reply : — "  By  the  Belgian  or  Dutch 
laws  in  force  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  said  collision,  the  Owners 
of  a  Ship  which  has  done  damage  to  another  Ship  by  collision,  are 
liable  to  pay  and  make  good  to  the  Owners  of  such  lastly-mentioned 
Ship  all  losses  occasioned  to  them  by  reason  of  such  collision,  not- 
withstanding that  the  Ship  which  has  done  such  damage  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  doing  thereof,  being  navigated  under  the  direction 
and  in  charge  of  a  Pilot  duly  appointed  or  licensed  according  to 
the  said  laws,  and  notwithstanding  that  such  damage  was  solely 
occasioned  by  the  negligence,  default,  or  want  of  skill  of  such 
Pilot,  without  any  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
Master  or  Crew  of  such  lastly-mentioned  Ship,  and  notwithstanding 
that  it  was  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  collision,  by  the  said  laws, 
compulsory  on  such  lastly-mentioned  Ship  to  be  navigated  under 
the  direction  and  in  charge  of  such  Pilot ;  and  the  Defendants, 
the  Owners  of  the  HaUey,  are  by  virtue  of  the  said  laws,  liable  to 
pay  and  make  good  to  the  Plaintiffs  all  losses  occasioned  to  them 
by  the  said  collision,  even  if  the  statements  contained  in  the 
eleventh  article  of  the  said  answer  be  true." 

The  Appellants  having  moved  the  Court  below  to  reject  the 
third  article  of  the  reply,  on  the  ground  that,  even  if  the  third 
article  were  true,  the  Appellants  would  not  be  liable  in  the  Court  of 
Admiralty  in  England,  the  learned  Judge  of  that  Court  has  made 
the  Order  now  under  appeal,  by  which  he  has  refused  the  motion 
of  the  Appellants,  and  has  sustained  the  third  article  of  the  reply. 
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The  claim  of  the  Bespondents  is  stated  by  the  learned  Judge  to  J.  0. 
be  founded  upon  a  tort  committed  by  the  Defendants  in  the  1868 
territory  of  a  Foreign  State,  and  we  are  not  called  upon  to  pro-  the 
nounce  any  opinion  as  to  the  rights  which  the  Sespondents  might 
have  obtained,  either  against  the  Appellants  as  the  owners  of  the 
HaHey,  or  as  against  that  Ship,  if  the  Bespondents  had  instituted 
proceedings  and  obtained  a  judgment  in  the  Foreign  Court.  For 
this  cause  is  a  cause  for  damage  instituted  by  petition  in  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  England ;  and  it  is  admitted  by  the  Counsel 
for  the  Bespondents  that  the  question  before  us  must  be  decided 
upon  the  same  principles  as  would  be  applicable  to  an  action  for 
damages  for  the  coUision  in  question  if  commenced  in  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  or  Common  Pleas.  But  it  is  contended  on  their] 
part,  and  has  been  held  by  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below,  i 
that  the  Bespondents  are  entitled  to  plecd  that  the  law  of  Bdffium,  I 
within  whose  territorial  jurisdiction  the  collision  took  place,  renders  | 
the  owners  of  the  HaUet/,  although  compelled  to  take  a  Pilot  on  board,7 
liable  to  make  reparation  for  the  injury  which  she  has  done. 

Their  Lordships  agree  with  the  learned  Judge  in  his  statement 
of  the  Common  law  of  Enalwnds  with  respect  to  the  liability  of  the 
owner  of  a  vessel  for^njuries  occasioned  by  the  unskilful  navigation 
of  his  vessel,  while  under  the  control  of  a  Pilot,  whom  the  owner 
was  compelled  to  take  on  board,  and  in  whose  selection  he  had  no 
voice ;  and  that  this  law  holds  that  the  responsibility  of  the  Owner 
for  the  acts  of  his  servant  is  founded  upon  the  presumption  that 
the  Owner  chooses  his  servant  and  gives  him  orders  which  he  is 
bound  to  obey,  and  that  the  acts  of  the  servant,  so  far  as  the 
interests  of  third  persons  are  concerned,  must  always  be  considered 
as  the  acts  of  the  Owner. 

This  exemption  of  the  Owner  from  liability  when  the  Ship  is 
under  the  control  of  what  has  been  termed  a  "  compulsory  Pilot " 
has  also  been  declar^  by  esM^gS-  Statutory  enactments  Q^. 

In  cases  like  the  present,  when  damages  are  claimed  for  tortious 
collisions,  a  chattel,  such  as  a  ship  or  carriage,  may  be,  and  fre- 
quently  is,  figuratively  spoken  of  as  the  wrongdoer;  but  it  is 
obvious,  that  although  redress  may  sometimes  be  obtained  by 
means  of  the  seizure  and  sale  of  the  ship  or  carriage,  the  chattel 

(1)  Vide  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1864, 17  &  18  Vict,  c.  104,  8^388. 
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J.  C        itself  is  only  the  instrument  by  the  improper  use  of  >vhich  the 

1868        injury  is  inflicted  by  the  real  wrongdoer. 

Tbx  Assuming^  as,  for  the  purposes  of  this  appeal,  their  Lordships  are 

bound  to  assume,  the  truth  of  the  facts  stated  in  the  pleadings, 
and  applying  the  principles  of  tfrg  ^ny^nn  ][|w  and  ^^Afnf/^  Uw 
of  JEinaland  to  those  facts,  it  appears  that  the  tort  for  which 
damages  are  sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  cause  was  a  tort 
occasioned  solely  by  the  negligence  or  unskilfulness  of  a  person 
who  was  in.  no  sense  the  serrant  of  the  Appellants,  a  person  whom 
they  were  compelled  to  receiye  on  board  their  Ship,  in  whose 
selection  they  had  no  voice,  whom  they  had  no  power  to  remove 
or  displace,  and  who,  so  &r  from  being  bound  to  receive  or  obey 
their  orders,  was  entitled  to  supersede,  and  had,  in  fact,  at  the  time 
of  the  collision,  superseded,  the  authority  of  the  Master  appointed 
by  them ;  and  their  Lordships  think  that  the  maxim,  ^*  qui/acU  per 
alium,faeit  per  se,"  cannot  by  the  law  of  Enffland  be  applied,  as 
against  the  Appellants,  to  an  injury  occasioned  under  such  cir- 
cumstances ;  and  that  the  tort  upon  which  this  cause  is  founded  is 
one  which  would  pot^  ^  rfiCftg"^'^^^  by  the  law  of  England  as 
creating  any  liability  in,  or  cause  of  action  against;,  the  Appellants. 
It  follows,  therefore,  that  the  liability  of^the  Appellants,  and 
the  right  of  the  Bespondents  to  recover  damages  from  them,  as 
the  owners  of  the  HdHey,  if  such  liability  or  right  exists  in  the 
present  ease,  must  be  the  creature  of  the  Belgian  law ;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  an  English  Court  of  Justice  is  bound  to  apply 
and  enforce  that  law  in  a  case,  when,  according  to  its  own  prin- 
ciples, no  wrong  has  been  committed  by  the  Defendants,  and  no 
right  of  action  against  them  exists. 

e  Counsel  for  the  Bespondents,  when  challenged  to  produce 
any  instance  in  which  such  a  course  had  been  taken  by  any 
English  Court  of  Justice,  admitted  his  inability  to  do  so,  and  the 
absence  of  any  such  precedent  is  the  more  important,  since  the 
right  of  all  persons,  whether  British  subjects  or  aliens,  to  sue  in 
the  English  Courts  for  damages  in  respect  of  torts  committed  in 
Foreign  countries  has  long  since  been  established;  and,  as  is 
observed  in  the  note  to  MoBtyn  v.  FahriffoSy  m^Smiih*^ 
Cases.  TpL  ip^  ^^§jl  there  seems  to  be  no  reason  why  aliens 
should  not  sue  in  England  for  personal  injuries  done  to  them  by 
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other  aliens  abroad,  when  such  injuries  are  actionable  both  by  J.C. 
the  law  of  England  and  also  by  that  of  the  country  where  they  1868 
are  oommittedy  and  the  impression  which  had  prevailed  to  the  xhe 
contrary  seems  to  be  erroneous.  "Haluy." 

In  the  case  of  The  Amelia  {V^^  Lord  Chelmsfordy  in  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  Judicial  Committee,  said:  ''Suppose  the 
Foreigner,  instead  of  proceeding  in  rem  against  the  vessel,  chooses 
to  bring  an  action  for  damages  in  a  Court  of  Law  against  the 
owners  of  the  vessel  occasioning  the  injury,  the  argument  arising 
out  of  the  acquired  lien  would  be  at  once  swept  away,  and  tlie 
rights  and  liabilities  of  the  parties  be  determined  by  the  law  \ 
which  the  Court  would  be  bound  to  administer."  ' 

As  Mr.  Justice  Story  has  observed  in  his  Conflict  of  Laws,  p.  32, 
''  it  is  difficult  to  conceive  upon  what  ground  a  claim  can  be  rested 
to  give  to  any  Municipal  laws  an  extra-territorial  effect,  when 
those  laws  are  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  other  Nations  or  f^  thnaA 
of  their  subjecte."  And  even  in  the  case  of  a  Foreign  judgment, 
which  is  usually  conclusive  inter  partes,  it  is  observed  in  the  same 
work,  at  §  618a,  that  the  Courts  of  England  may  disregard  such 
judgment  inter  partes  if  it  appears  on  the  record  to  be  manifestly 
contrary  to  public  justice,  or  to  be  based  on  domestic  legislation 
not  recognised  in  England  or  other  Foreign  countries,  or  is  founded 
upon  a  misapprehension  of  what  is  the  law  of  England :  Simp- 
son V.  Fogo  (2). 

It  is  true  that  in  many  cases  the  Courts  of  England  inquire  into 
and  act  upon  the  law  of  Foreign  countries,  as  in  the  case  of  a  con- 
tract entered  into  in  a  Foreign  country,  where,  by  express  refer- 
ence, or  by  necessary  implication,  the  Foreign  law  is  incorporated 
with  the  contract,  and  proof  and  consideration  of  the  Foreign  law 
therefore  become  necessary  to  the  construction  of  the  contract 
itself.  And  as  in  the  case  of  a  collision  on  an  ordinary  road  in  a 
Foreign  country,  where  the  rule  of  the  road  in  force  at  the  place  of 
collision  may  be  a  necessary  ingredient  in  the  determination  of 
the  question  by  whose  &ult  or  negligence  the  alleged  tort  was 
committed.  But  in  these  and  similar  cases  the  English  Court 
admits  the  proof  of  the  Foreign  law  as  part  of  the  circumstances 
attending  the  execution  of  the  contract,  or  as  one  of  the  fiEw^ts 
(1)  1  Moore'B  P.  C.  Cases  (N.  S.)  484.  (2)  1  H.  &  M.  195. 
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J.  0.       upon  which  the  existence  of  the  tort,  or  the  right  to  damages, 

1868       may  depend,  and  it  then  applies  and  enforces  its  own  law  so  far  as 

ij^        it  is  applicable  to  the  case  thus  established;  but  it  is,  in  their 

- "  Halubt."   Lordships'  opinion,  alike  contrary  to  principle  and  to  authority  to 

hold,  that  an  English  Court  of  Justice  wiU  enforce  a  Foreign 

Municipal  law,  and  will  give  a  remedy  in  the  shape  of  damages 

in  respect  of  an  act  which,  according  to  its  own  principles,  imposes 

no  liability  on  the  person  from  whom  the  damages  are  claimed. 

The  case  of  Smith  v.  Candry  (1),  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the 
United  States,  appears  at  first  sight  to  have  an  important  bearing 
upon  this  case ;  but,  upon  an  investigation  of  the  report,  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  question  as  to  a  conflict  between  the  EngUsh 
law  and  the  American  law  was  discussed  in  that  case,  or  that  the 
precise  point  now  under  consideration  was  noticed  in  the  judgment, 
nor  is  it  specifically  mentioned  in  any  of  the  three  exceptions 
which  were  taken  to  the  decision  of  the  inferior  Courts  and  there 
is  no  report  of  the  arguments. 

Their  Lordships  think,  therefore,  that  that  case  cannot  be 
treated  as  an  authority  sufiSdent  to  support  the  contention  of  the 
Bespondents ;  and,  on  the  whole,  they  think  it  their  duty  humbly 
to  advise  Her  Majesty  to  allow  this  appeal,  and  to  order  that  the 
third  article  of  the  Plaintiff's  reply  be  rejected,  and  that  there 
should  be  no  costs  of  this  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants.:  Field,  Boscoe,  Meld,  dt  Francis. 
Proctors  for  the  Bespondents :  ClarJcson,  San,  dt  Cooper. 

(1)  1  Howard's  Bep.  (U.S.)  28. 
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I" 


THE    OWNEKS,    MASTERS,    AND    CEEWS  ^  JO,* 

OF   THE    STEAM  VESSELS   "DUBLIN/'  f  1868 

"TINTERNE,"    "WILLIAM    WALLACE/M^^^^^^'^^^™^  Nov. 26. 

"  GIPSY,'*  AND  «  CAMILLA  " J  — 

AND 

THE  OWNERS  OF  THE  VESSEL  "CHETAH"  Respondents. 


AKD 


THE  OWNERS  OF  THE  VESSEL  «  CHETAH  "  Appellants  ; 

AND 

THE  OWNERS,  MASTER,  AND  CREW  OF  |^ 
THE  VESSEL  "ANNIE  GRANT"    .    .    ^  j-iiESPONDBNTS. 


THE  "CHETAH/ 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

JSdlvage  $ervice$ — Beductum  hy  ojppdlaU  Court  qf  amou/nt  awarded  hy  Eiyh 

Court  of  Admiralty^ 

The  Judicial  Committee,  thongli  imwilling  to  interfere  with  the  disoretion 
exercised  hy  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below  in  questionB  of  salvage,  either 
hy  increasing  or  diminishing  the  sum  awarded,  will  nevertheless,  where,  in 
their  judgment,  there  has  been  excess  in  the  amount,  or  the  sum  awarded  is 
manifestly  insufficient,  exercise  their  own  judgment  as  to  the  proper  re- 
muneration to  be  awarded  and  apportioned  among  the  Salvors. 

Where,  therefore,  upon  a  review  of  the  evidence  of  the  services  rendered, 
they  were  of  opinion  (being  assisted  by  the  Nautical  Assessors  of  the  Court), 
that  the  services  performed,  though  highly  meritorious,  were  greatly  over- 
rated by  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below,  the  Judicial  Committee  reduced  the 
sum  awarded  and  apportioned  for  salvage  services,  by  more  than  one-halt 

SefMe : — Salvage  is  a  reward  for  services  actually  conferred,  and  not  for 
services  attempted  to  be  rendered. 

iHESE  were  appeals  from  an  interlocutory  sentence  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty  pronounced  in  two  causes  of  salvage,  the  one 
promoted  by  the  Appellants,  the  Owners  of  the  Steam-vessels, 
DiMiny  TinUme,  William  Wallace,  Oipsy,  and  Camilla,  against  the 
Owners  of  the  Chetahy  and  the  other  by  the  Bespondents,  the  Owners 

•  Present : — ^Lobd  Chelmsford,  Sm  Jambs  William  Colvilb,  Sib  Edwabd 
Vaughak  Williams,  Thb  Lobd  Justicb  Wood,  and  Thb  Lobd  Justicb  Sblwtv. 

Vol.  II.  3  T 
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J.C.       of  the  Annie  Chrant,  against  the  Owners  of  the  Chetah,  tor  salvage- 
1868       servioes  rendered  by  them  respectiyely  to  the  Ship  Chetdh  and  her 
The        cargo.     All  parties  being  dissatisfied  with  the  amounts  awarded, 
the  Appellants  in  the  first  appeal  deeming  the  som  awarded  and 
apportioned  to  them  too  small,  and  the  Appellants  in  the  second 
appeal,  the  Owners  of  the  Vessel  salved,  considering  the  amount 
decreed  to  the  Owners  of  the  Annie  Qrant  too  large ;  appealed 
from  the  decree  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty.  The  two  appeals^ 
arising  from  the  same  cause  of  action  and  depending  on  the  same 
evidence,  were  heard  (cw  in  the  Court  below)  together, 
l^he  circumstances  of  the  case  were  as  follows : — 
On  the  17th  of  March,  1867,  the  Ghetah,  a  Ship  of  759  tons 
register,  and  manned  by  a  crew  of  twenty-two  hands,  whilst  on  a 
voyage  from  Macao  to  London^  with  a  general  cargo,  met  with 
an  accident  to  her  rudder  whereby  she  was  disabled.    She  was 
then  in  latitude  48*46  N.,  and  longitude  9*30  W.    Her  Master 
and  crew  constructed  a  jury  rudder,  but  before  they  had  fixed  it 
she  was  fallen  in  with  by  the  Schooner,  Annie  Chrant^  and  with  her 
assistance  the  Chetdh  arrived  off  Waterford  on  the  evening  of  the 
27th  of  the  same  month.    The  Ghetah,  which  was  then  sailing  with 
the  Annie  Chant  astern  of  and  steering  her,  stood  on  and  off  the 
land  during  the  night,  and  at  about  9  a.m.  of  the  following  day 
the  steamship  Dublin  was  seen  coming  out  from  Waierford,  and 
was  signalled  to  come  to  the  Chetah.    The  Dvhlin  came  up,  and 
at  about  10  A.M.  got  a  rope  to  the  Ghetah  and  attempted  to  tow 
her,  but  it  was  soon  found  that  the  Dublin  was  not  of  sufficient 
power  to  tow  the  Ghetah,  and  it  was  arranged  that  the  Ghetah 
should  come  to  anchor,  and  that  the  Dvhlin  should  proceed  to  the 
shore  for  further    assistance;   the  Dvhlin  accordingly,  between 
10  and  11  A.M.,  cast  off  and  made  for  the  shore,  and  the  Ghetah  let 
go  her  anchor  and  brought  up  in  about  twenty-five  fathoms  of 
water,  with  the  Annie  Qrant  hanging  astern  of  her.    The  Chetah 
so  remained  brought  up  until  about  5.40  P.M.,  when  the  steamship 
Qipey  came  to  her  and  made  fast,  and  the  Chetah  then  slipped  her 
anchor  and  chain,  and  the  Gip^y  proceeded  to  tow  the  Chetah,  with 
the  Annie  Chrant  astern  of  and  steering  her.    The  chief  Officer 
of  the  Gipsy  boarded  the  Ghetah  and  acted  as  Pilot.    At  about 
9  P.M.,  whilst  the  Qipty  was  still  towing  the  Ghetah,  the  DiMin 
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again  came  up,  bat  finding  the  Chetah  in  tow  of  the  Qipsy^  she       J.  G. 
kept  off  at  a  distance  from  her.    At  1 0  p.m  the  Camilla  came  up       1868 
and  attempted  to  get  fast  to  the  Chetah,  but  not  succeeding  in       "tbe 
doing  so,  she  went  away  and  returned  to  Wdterford.    At  about   **  Chrtah.  * 
10.30  P.M.  the  Steam-tugs  Tinterne  and  William  Wallace  came  up 
and  were  made  fast,  one  on  each  side  of  the  Chetah,  in  order  to 
assist  in  steering  her.    The  Chetah  at  this  time  had  passed  inside 
the  Hook  Light  at  Waterford.    The  Oipsy  continued  to  tow  the 
Chetah,  with  the  Annie  Grant  astern,  and  with  the  two  Steam- 
tugs  fast  to  her,  and  at  about  11.30  p.m.  passed  Dwncannon  Fort, 
and  shortly  before  midnight  let  go  her  anchor  aboye  the  SpU  off 
Passage,  and  brought  up  in  seyen  fathoms  of  water,  when  the 
CHpsy  and  Tinterne  left  her.    The  William  Wallace  and  a  Pilot  re- 
mained by  the  Clietah  till  the  following  day.    Whilst  the  Steamers 
were  rendering  their  services  to  the  Chetah,  the  weather  was  fine 
and  the  sea  smooth,  and  no  difficulty  or  danger  was  encountered 
by  them,  or  those  on  board  them.    The  Chetah,  her  cargo  and 
freight,  were  together  of  the  value  of  about  £50,000. 

Two  causes  of  salvage  were  instituted  in  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  by  the  Owners  and  Master  of  the  vessels  Dublin, 
Tinterne,  William  Wallace,  CUpsy,  and  Camilla,  and  by  the  Owners, 
Master,  and  crew  of  the  Annie  Grant  respectively,  against  the 
Chetah  her  cargo  and  freight,  for  their  respective  services,  and  both 
causes  came  on  for  hearing  together. 

The  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  (The  Eight  Hon.  Sir  Robert 
PhUUmore)  awarded  to  the  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  cause  for  their 
services,  the  sum  of  £355,  and  he  apportioned  that  amount  as  fol- 
lows, the  sum  of  £150  to  the  Owners,  Master,  and  crew  of  the  Steam- 
vessel  Gipsy;  £70  to  the  Owners,  Master,  and  crew  of  the  Steam- 
vessel  WiUiam  Wallace;  £50  to  the  Owners,  Master,  and  crew 
of  the  Steam- vessel  Dtihlin ;  £50  to  the  Owners,  Master,  and  crew 
of  the  Steam-vessel  Tinterne  ;  and  £35  to  the  Owners,  Master,  and 
crew  of  the  Steam-vessel  Camilla.  He  also  awarded  to  the  Plaintiffs 
in  the  second  cause,  the  Owners,  Master,  and  crew  of  the  Annie 
Grant,  the  sum  of  £3,150,  together  with  the  sum  of  £535  in 
respect  of  damage  incurred  and  loss  by  detention,  sustained  by  the 
Owners  of  the  Annie  Grant  in  rendering  their  services. 

The  Plaintiffs  in  the  first  cause  being  dissatisfied  with  the  sum  of 

8  T  2 
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J.  0.  £355  80  awarded  to  them,  considering  such  as  an  wholly  inadequate 
1868  reward  for  their  services,  and  that  each  of  the  soms  allotted  was 
Tra  seyerally  insufficient,  appealed,  while  the  Owners  of  the  Chetah  being 
of  opinion,  that  the  sum  awarded  to  the  Annie  Grant  was  excessive 
and  ought  to  be  reduced,  also  appealed  against  the  above  sentenca 
The  appeals  were  heard  together. 

Mr.  Milward,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  F.  Lmhington^  for  the  Appellants, 
the  Owners,  Masters,  and  crews  of  the  Steamships,  Duhlin,  Tinierne^ 
William  Wallace^  CUpsy,  and  CamtUa,  in  the  first  appeal : — 

Submitted  upon  the  evidence,  that  the  sum  of  £355,  awarded  and 
apportioned  to  the  several  Steamships  for  their  salvage  services, 
was  wholly  inadequate  as  a  reward  for  their  respective  services, 
and  that  each  of  the  sums  so  allotted  was  severally  insufficient. 

Dr.  Deane^  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  E.  0.  ClarJeton,  for  the  Bespondents, 
the  Owners  of  the  Chetah : — 

Insisted,  that  the  amount  awarded  and  apportioned  was  ample 
and  sufficient  for  the  services  afforded,  and  was  justly  apportioned. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  Clarhaan,  for  the  Appellants,  the 
Owners  of  the  Chetah,  in  the  second  appeal : — 

Contended,  that  the  sum  of  £3,150,  awarded  by  the  Court  below 
to  the  Owners  of  the  Annie  Grant  was  excessive  and  ought  to 
be  reduced,  and  the  decree  appealed  from  reversed  or  varied. 
They  referred  to  the  cases  of  The  Baihes  (1),  and  The  Henry  of 
Philadelphia  (2),  and  submitted,  that  the  Annie  Grranij  being  a  small 
Schooner  of  148  tons  register  only,  was  quite  unable,  as  was  proved 
by  the  evidence,  to  render  any  such  sufficient  towage  service  to  the 
Chetah  as  was  insisted  on,  and  though  her  endeavours  were  admitted 
to  have  been  meritorious,  the  sum  awarded  to  the  Owners  of  the 
Annie  Grant  was  out  of  all  proportion,  excessive,  and  ought  to  be 
reduced. 

Dr.  Spinks,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  B.  A.  Pritehard,  for  the  BespondentS| 
the  Owners  of  the  Annie  Grant : — 

• 

Argued,  that  as  no  question  of  law  arose  upon  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  below,  the  amount  awarded  being  one  entirely  of  dis- 

(1)  1  Hagg.  Ad.  Bep.  216,  (2)  Ibid.  264. 
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cretioiiy  wliich  they  contended  was  not  improperly  ezercisedy  and        J.  0. 
ought  not  to  be  interfered  with ;  that  the  circumstance  of  there        1868 
being  no  case  to  be  found  where  a  Court  of  appeal  had  reduced        rp^^ 
the  amount  of  salyage  awarded  by  the  Court  below  was  a  condu-   *'  Chstah.*' 
sire  reason  against  the  exercise  of  such  a  power ;  and  they  insisted 
that  the  appeal  ought  to  be  dismissed,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  below  affirmed  with  costs.    They  cited  The  Messenger  (1) ; 
The  Andrew  Wason  (2);  TheVeaa{3);  sjid  The  Harriett  (4);  The 
Alfen  (5). 

Judgment  was  reserved,  and  now  delivered  by  1868 

Lord  Chelmsford  : —  Nov.  so. 

These  appeals  are  from  the  sentence  or  decree  of  the  High  Court 
of  Admiralty  in  causes  of  salvage  for  services  rendered  by  a 
schooner  called  the  Annie  Chrant^  and  by  five  steam-vessels^'  called 
respectively  the  Dvhlin,  the  Camilla,  the  CHpsy,  the  Tiniemey  and 
the  William  Wallace,  to  a  Vessel  called  the  Chetah,  of  the  value, 
with  her  cargo  and  freight,  of  ii50,000. 

The  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  awarded  to  the 
Annie  Orant  a  sum  of  £3,150  for  her  services,  and,  in  addition,  a 
sum  of  £200  for  damages  sustained,  and  £335  for  detention  of  the 
vessel  while  rendering  the  services,  making  in  the  whole  the  sum 
of  £3,685 ;  and  for  the  services  of  the  five  Steam-vessels  he  awarded 
a  sum  of  £355,  which  he  distributed  amongst  them  in  certain 
proportions. 

The  Owners  of  the  Chetah  have  appealed  from  the  decree  in 
favour  of  the  Awnie  Orant,  on  the  ground  of  the  amount  awarded 
being  excessive.  And  the  Owners,  Masters,  and  crews  of  the  five 
Steam-vessels  have  also  appealed  on  the  ground  that  the  sum  of 
£355  is  wholly  an  inadequate  reward  for  their  services. 

In  dealing  with  these  cases  their  Lordships  have  felt  some  degree 
of  embarrassment,  in  consequence  of  the  uuwiUingness  which  has 
been  invariably  shewn  by  this  Committee  to  interfere  with  the 
judicial  discretion  which  has  been  exercised  in  questions  of  salvage 
where  the  quantum  awarded  was  alone  the  subject  of  appeaL 

(1)  Swab.  191.  (3)  2  Hagg.  Ad.  Rep.  189, 192. 

(2)  Br.  &  Lu3h.  56.  (4)  Swab.  218. 

(5)  Swab.  189. 
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J.  0.  Thus,  in  the  case  of  The  Carrier  Dove  (1),  the  Lord  Justice  Knight 

1868        Bruce^  in  deliyering  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships,  said :  ^^  It  has 

X^       never  been  the  rule  or  practice  of  this  Committee  to  enter  into  the 

**  Chetah."    question  of  quantum^  where  there  has  been  nothing  (to  use  a  familiar 

expression)  to  shock  the  conscience — nothing  gross,  nothing  extra* 

vagant."  In  the  case  of  The  Clarisse  (2)  the  same  learned  Judge, 

expressing  the  opinion  of  the  Judicial  Committee  in  less  forcible 

terms,  said: — "It  is,  however,  a  settled  rule,  and  one  of  great 

utility,  particularly  with  reference  to  cases  of  this  description,  that 

the  difference  ought  to  be  very  considerable  to  induce  a  Court  of 

appeal  to  interfere  upon  a  question  of  mere  discretion." 

In  the  case  of  The  Cuba  (3),  which  was  an  appeal  from  an  award 
of  salvage  by  Justices  of  the  Peace,  Dr.  Luthington  said : — "  The 
question,  therefore,  for  me  to  decide  is,  whether  the,8um  awarded 
by  the  Justices  is  so  exorbitant,  so  manifestly  excessive  that  it 
would  not  be  just  in  me  to  confirm  it." 

And,  lastly,  in  the  case  of  The  Ftmleer  (4)  it  was  said,  that  **  Their 
Lordships  would  always  be  slow  to  disturb  an  award  of  salvage  by 
the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  on  the  ground  of  his 
having  given  too  large  a  sum  to  the  Salvors,  unless  they  were  satis- 
fied,  beyond  all  doubt,  that  he  had  made  an  exorbitant  estimate  of 
their  services." 

These  ^cases  shew  that  a  party  who  seeks  by  appeal  to  increase 
or  to  diminish  the  remuneration  which,  in  the  discretion  of  a  Judge 
before  whom  a  cause  of  salvage  is  brought,  is  a  proper  estimate  of 
the  value  of  the  services  rendered,  undertakes  a  very  difficult  task. 

It  was  agreed  by  the  Counsel  on  both  sides  that  no  case  was  to 
be  found  where,  upon  an  appeal  from  a  decree  for  salvage  services, 
the  amount  awarded  had  ever  been  reduced.  The  deduction  which 
the  Counsel  for  the  Annie  Grant  rather  left  to  be  drawn  than  drew 
himself,  from  the  absence  of  such  precedents,  seems  to  have  been 
that  this  Committee  would  never  disturb  the  award  of  the  Judge 
in  this  direction.  But  there  are  caaes  (5)  in  which  their  Lordships 
have  increased  the. amount  awarded  for  salvage  services,  on  the 
ground  that  the  Judge  had  formed  too  low  an  estimate  of  the 

(1)  2  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  254.         (4)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  69. 

(2)  12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  344.  (5)  See  The  Scindia,  4  Moore's  P.  C. 

(3)  Lush.  15.  Cases  (N.S.)  84 ;  The  True  Blue,  Ibid.  96. 


VOL.  H]  CASES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCIL.  211 

yalue  of  sach  services ;  and,  in  principle,  there  can  be  no  difference        J.  0« 
between  increasing  and  diminishing  an  amount  awarded  in  these        1868 
cases,  both  being  equally  an  interference  with  judicial  discretion.        xra 
The  fact  of  no  instance  being  found  of  the  reduction  of  the  amount    " ^"^^^ 
Awarded  by  a  decree  for  salvage  upon  appeal  may  possibly  be  ac- 
•counted  for,  by  the  very  natural  desire  which  must  always  be  felt 
to  accept  the  most  liberal  estimate  of  services,  which  are  usually  of 
A  highly  meritorious  character,  and  generally  attended  with  peril 
of  life  and  property.    But  however  this  may  be,  to  assume  from 
there  being  no  case  in  which  a  decree  for  salvage  services  has  been 
reduced  in  amount  upon  appeal  that  it  ought  never  to  be  done, 
would  be  to  draw  an  inference  in  opposition  to  the  authorities  pre- 
viously mentioned ;  which,  stating  negatively  that  the  Committee 
will  not  interfere  with  the  discretion  of  a  Judge  as  to  the  qtuinium 
of  salvage  where  there  has  been  nothing  exorbitant,  or  manifestly 
excessive,  in  his  estimate  of  the  value  of  the  services  rendered, 
necessarily  imply  that  where  such  excess  or  exorbitance  exists  they 
will  exercise  their  own  judgment  as  to  the  proper  remuneration  to 
the  Salvors,  and  reduce  it  to  a  just  and  reasonable  amount. 

After  the  most  careful  consideration  of  the  circumstances  upon 
which  the  claim  of  the  Annie  Grant  is  founded,  and  with  an  anxious 
<lesire  that  the  Salvors  should  receive  not  merely  a  fair,  but  a  liberal 
remuneration  for  their  services,  their  Lordships  have  come  to  a 
conclusion  as  to  the  value  of  the  services  rendered,  widely  differing 
&om  that  of  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  The 
first  and  most  important  question  in  cases  of  this  description,  is 
the  degree  of  danger  to  which  the  Vessel  was  exposed,  and  from 
which  she  was  rescued  by  the  Salvors.  The  learned  Judge  formed 
iiis  opinion  of  the  peril  in  which  the  Chetah  was  originally  placed 
upon  evidence  to  which  the  Appellants  could  hare  no  possible 
objection,  viz.  the  protest  of  her  Master.  But  not  being  assisted 
with  the  advice  of  Nautical  Assessors,  he  seems  to  hare  considered 
that  that  document  described  a  state  of  things  in  which  the  Ohetah 
was  in  imminent  danger  of  being  lost,  unless  prompt  assistance 
had  been  afforded.  Possibly  their  Lordships,  reading  the  protest 
by  the  light  of  their  own  understandings,  might  have  arrived  at  the 
same  conclusion  with  the  learned  Judge.  But  they  are  advised  by 
the  Nautical  Assessors,  to  whose  knowledge  and  experience  they 


/ 
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J.  0.       have  referred,  that  the  description  of  the  condition  of  the  Ohetah 

1868       at  the  time  when  the  Annie  Chranl  tendered  her  services  by  no 

ix^       means  indicates  that  degree  of  peril  which  the  learned  Judge 

*Oemtah."   geems  to  have  supposed.    She  had,  indeed,  lost  her  rudder;  but 

this  loss  might  have  been  supplied  by  some  temporary  expedient^ 

for  which  there  were  materials  on  board. 

The  most  important  element  in  a  claim  for  high  salvage  reward, 
viz.  the  imminent  peril  of  destruction  of  the  Vessel  to  which  assist- 
ance is  rendered.  Is,  therefore,  wanting  in  this  case. 

Again,  the  mode  in  which  the  services  of  the  Annie  Orant  were 
first  applied  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  detract  considerably 
from  their  merit.  They  are  advised,  that  it  was  a  very  injudicious 
course  to  attempt  to  tow  the  Chelah,  being  without  a  rudder,  with 
a  small  Schooner  like  the  Annie  Orant.  That  this  opinion  is  well 
founded  is  proved  by  the  fact,  that  in  the  course  of  the  towing  the 
Ohetah  overreached  the  Annie  Chranty  and  occasioned  part  of  the 
damage  which  she  sustained,  and  for  which  a  compensation  has  been 
awarded*  The  learned  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court,  adverting  to 
this  attempt  at  first  to  tow  the  Chetdhf  says, ''  It  may  be,  for  all  I 
know,  that  this  was  an  imprudent  attempt,  and  that  greater  nautical 
skill  and  knowledge  would  have  told  the  Annie  Chrant  that  it  would 
turn  out,  as  it  did,  a  failure."  He  adds,  indeed,  that  ''no  remon- 
strance was  made  on  behalf  of  the  Chetah,  but,  on  the  contrary, 
the  Annie  Orant  seems  to  have  acted  under  the  direction  of  ike. 
Chelahr  Whether  this  was  so  or  not,  it  is  clear,  that  as  salvage  \& 
a  reward  for  benefits  actually  conferred,  not  for  a  service  attempted 
to  be  rendered,  aU  the  period  during  which  the  Annie  Orant  was 
unsuccessfully  endeavouring  to  tow  the  Chetah  should  have  been 
left  out  of  the  account  in  estimating  her  merit  and  the  value  of 
her  services. 

With  respect  to  the  risk  incurred  by  the  Annie  Orant  (which  is 
always  a  circumstance  to  be  considered  in  determining  the  amount 
of  a  salvage  reward),  it  is  observable  that  the  greatest  peril  to 
which  she  was  exposed  was  the  consequence  of  her  own  injudicious 
and  imprudent  act  of  taking  the  Chetah  in  tow. 

The  really  meritorious  services  of  the  Annie  Orant  commenced 
when,  abandoning  the  repeated  unsuccessful  attempts  to  tow  the 
Ghetahf  she  was  made  fast  to  the  Ohetah's  stem,  in  order  that  she 
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might  act  as  a  steerage-power  upon  her*    Unless  this  course  had       J.  c, 
been  adopted,  the  Chetcth  wovld  have  been  unmanageable  at  a  time        1868 
when,  being  near  the  Irish  coast,  she  would  have  been  exposed  to        ths 
the  greatest  danger.    But  with  the  assistance  thus  aflForded  by  the   "Ohikpah." 
Annie  Qrani,  the  Ohetah  was  enabled  to  wear  and  stand  off  shore, 
and  afterwards,  on  the  following  day,  to  run  in  towards  the  land  so 
as  to  be  able  to  avail  herself  of  the  services  of  the  steam-vessels 
whose  claim  is  the  subject  of  the  other  appeaL 

That  the  Ohetah  was  rescued  from  a  situation  of  considerable 
peril  by  the  exertions  of  the  Master  and  crew  of  the  Annie  Chrant, 
and  by  the  application  of  proper  means  for  securing  her  safety  at  a 
time  when,  being  crippled  by  the  loss  of  her  rudder,  she  would  most 
probably,  if  not  inevitably,  have  been  driven  on  shore,  there  can  be 
little  (if  any)  doubt,  and  the  services  of  the  Annie  Chrant  have, 
therefore,  been  the  means  of  saving  very  valuable  property  &om 
impending  destruction.  That  they  are  entitled  to  a  high  salvage 
reward  it  is  impossible  to  deny.  But,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion, 
that  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  acting  upon  his 
own  unassisted  judgment^  has  greatly  overrated  the  value  of  the  . 
services  rendered  by  the  Annie  Qrant^  and  that  it  is  a  case  in 
which  they  are  bound  to  reduce  the  amount  awarded. 

They  think  that^  if  the  Owners^  Master,  and  crew  of  the  Annie 
Qrani  receive  a  sum  of  £1,500,  for  the  salvage  services  of  the 
Vessel,  they  will  be  most  liberally  and  abundantly  rewarded* 

They  will,  therefore,  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  to  alter  the 
decree  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  the  case  of  the  Annie  Orant, 
by  reducing  the  sum  of  £3,150,  for  salvage  to  the  sum  of  £1,500, 
and  to  affirm  the  decree  as  to  the  sum  of  £585,  for  the  damage  and 
detention  of  the  Yessel,  and  that  there  should  be  no  costs  of  the 
appeal  on  either  side. 

As  to  the  case  of  the  Steam- vessels,  their  Lordships  will  humbly 
recommend  Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the  decree  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  and  to  dismiss  their  appeal,  with  costs  (1). 

Solicitors  for  the  Owners  of  the  Dublin  and  other  Steamships : 
Catta/ms  <&  Jehu. 
Proctors  for  the  Owners  of  the  Annie  Orant:  Pritehard  &  Sans. 
Proctors  for  the  Owners  of  the  Ohetah :  Olarkson,  Son,  &  Cooper. 
_:....  (1)  See  ThA  JSns^and^post,  p.  263.  .; 
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j.o»      THE  OWNEES  OF  THE  BRIG  "ALICE".    .    Appellants; 

1868,  AND 

XiZ2Q,2B.  THE  OWNERS  OF  THE  BRIG  "ROSITA"  •    Respondents. 


THE  "ALICE''  AND  THE  "BOSITA." 


ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 

CcUision — Btile  of  pleading  **  secundum  aUegcUa  et  probata,^  when  not 

binding. 

The  rule,  that  a  party  seeking  redress  for  an  'injury  can  only  recover 
"  secundum  aUegaia  et  probata^  applies  only  to  cases  where  the  averments 
alleged  in  the  pleadings  are  material  to  the  issue  raised. 

Where,  therefore,  in  a  case  of  collision  caused  by  a  Vessel  drifting  and 
driving  down  upon  another  at  anchor  in  the  same  anchorage,  though  the 
relative  bearing  of  the  two  Yessels  previous  to  the  collision  was  incorrectly 
pleaded  and  alleged  by  the  Vessel  proved  to  be  entitled  to  redress,  it  was  hdd 
by  the  Judicial  Committee,  that  the  Vessels  not  being  in  motion,  their  previous 
relative  bearing  when  at  anchor  was  not  such  a  material  fact  to  the  issne^ 
namely,  which  Vessel  caused  the  collision,  as  to  render  the  actual  proof  of  the 
damage  of  no  avail,  and  so  entitle  the  ofifending  party  to  the  benefit  of  the  rule. 

SembU :  In  the  case  of  a  collision  between  two  Vessels  originally  at  anchor, 
the  bearing  of  one  Vessel  with  respect  to  the  other  is  not  such  a  material 
fact  as  necessary  to  be  stated  upon  the  issue  raised  between  the  parties. 

XHESE  were  appeals  from  a  decree  of  the  High  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty in  a  cause  of  damage. 

In  the  Court  below  they  were  cross  suits  promoted  by  the 
owners  of  the  Rosita  against  the  Alice  to  recoyer  damages  for  a 
collision  which  occurred  between  the  Yessels  in  the  Margate  Roads 
on  the  6th  of  Februaiy,  1867.  The  Owners  of  the  Alice  also  sued 
the  Rosita  for  damages  in  respect  of  the  same  collision.  Both 
Yessels  were  riding  at  single  anchor  on  the  day  in  question,  when 
a  very  great  gale  of  wind  sprang  up,  and  under  the  influence  of 
that  gale  both  Yessels  were  driven  before  their  second  anchors  were 
let  down. 

As  is  usual  in  cases  of  collision,  where  there  are  cross  suits, 
each  party  charged  the  other  with  causing  the  collision,  and  as 

*  Present : — Lobd  Chelmsfobd,  Sib  Jambs  William.  Colvilb,  Sib  Edwabd 
Vaughak  Williahs,  The  Lobd  Justice  Wood,  and  The  Lobd  Justice  Selwtk. 
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in  this  case  the  eolliaion  was  occasiolied  by  one  of  the  Vessels        J-  0. 
drifting  down  on  the  other,  the  real  question  in  the  suits  was,        1868 
which  of  the  two  Vessels,  the  Alice  or  the  Bostta,  drifted  on  the  The  "  Aliob" 
other  and  so  occasioned  the  accident.    Tliis  of  course  depended  tbb'*1£mita." 
on  the  relative  position  of  the  Vessels,  the  point  of  the  wind,  and       -"" 
state  of  the  tide.    The  Aliee^  in  her  petition,  alleged  that  the  tide 
being  flood  and  running  to  the  north-eastward,  the  wind  being 
W.N.W.,  she  was  lying  with  her  head  to  the  north-eastward,  with 
the  wind  on  her  port  quarter,  and  that  at  the  same  time  the 
Bostta,  with  the  wind  on  her  starboard  quarter,  was  lying  dis- 
tant about  a  cable's  length  to  the  north-westward  of  the  Alice, 
Whereas  the  Bosita,  both  in  her  answer  and  in  her  petition  in  the 
cross  suit,  alleged  that  the  Alice  when  at  anchor  had  been  riding 
south-west  of  the  BosUa,  and  came  driving  down  athwart  the  tide 
towards  her,  and  so  caused  the  coUisiou. 

The  Court  below  in  both  suits  found  the  Alice  solely  to  blame 
for  the  collision.    The  owners  of  the  Alice  appealed  in  both  suits. 

In  his  judgment,  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court 
(The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  Bobert  PhiHimore),  after  stating  the  circum- 
stances and  position  of  the  Vessels,  observed :  '*  The  statement  on 
the  part  of  the  Alice  is,  that  she  was  lying  with  her  head  to  the 
north-eastward,  and  that  the  Bosiia  was  lying  to  the  westward  of 
her.  The  wind  was  admitt-ed  to  have  been  W.N.W.,  and,  in  these 
circumstances,  it  is  contended  that  the  Bosita  must  have  drifted, 
under  the  influence  of  the  wind,  upon  the  Alice.  It  is  stated  on 
the  part  of  the  Alice,  both  in  the  petition  and  in  the  evidence,  that 
the  collision  took  place  by  the  BosHa^s  stem  striking  the  port- 
quarter  of  the  Alice;  but  the  Trinity  Masters  (by  whom  the 
learned  Judge  was  assisted)  think  it  is  impossible,  upon  the  state- 
ment, that  the  collision  could  have  taken  place  as  described,  and 
they  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Alice  must  have  been  to  the  south- 
eastward, and  not  to  the  north-westward  of  the  Bostta  on  the 
morning  of  the  collision.  The  Bostta  says  she  was  riding  with 
sixty  fathoms  of  chain  on  the  port  anchor,  and  twenty-five  on  the 
starboard,  and  another  anchor  attached  to  the  Shamroch,  and  this 
weight  of  anchor  renders  it  extremely  improbable  that  the  Bosita 
could  have  drifted  down  on  the  Alice,"* 

The  appeal  in  both  suits  was  from  this  decree. 
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J.  a  Mr.  Mikoa/rd,  Q^C.^  and  Mr.  A.  Pritehard,  for  the  Alice. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  F.  Ltuhinffton,  for  the  BosUa. 


1868 


The  "Aliot" 

AMD      ^^     The  question,  which  was  one  entirely  of  eyidence,  and  had  been 

*  t30  argued  and  treated  in  the  Court  below,  haying  been  opened 

by  Counsel  on  both  sides,  their  Lordships  took  exception  to  the 

pleadings  of  the  Bosiia,  on  the  ground  that  there  was  a  material 

variance  between  the  .allegation  and  proof  in  her  case  respecting 

the  relative  position  of  the  two  YesselB  previous  to  the  collision. 

Lord  Chelmsford  : — 

Their  Lordships  have  been  placed  in  some  little  difficulty  in  this 
case,  and  they  desire  to  hear  one  Counsel  on  each  side  in  the  Bawta 
suit,  upon  the  ground,  that  the  cause  of  injury  is  not  properly 
alleged  in  the  pleadings.  There  have  been  recent  decisions  in 
which  their  Lordships  have  held  it  necessary  that  a  party  seeking 
redress  for  an  injury  can  only  recover  ^teeundum  aUegaia  et  probata^* 
In  a  case  in  which  the  circumstances  proved  did  not  establish  the 
allegations  in  the  pleadings,  although  upon  the  true  state  of  fietcts 
the  PlaintifT  would  have  been  entitled  to  recover,  the  learned  Judge 
of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  having  decided  against  the  Plaintiff,  upon 
what  their  Loi-dships  considered  to  be  an  erroneous  ground,  yet 
they  felt  themselves  bound  to  declare  that  the  decree  ought  to 
be  affirmed,  not  upon  the  ground  on  which  it  was  pronounced,  but 
because  the  case  set  up  by  the  Appellants  had  not  been  proved  by 
the  evidence.  Now,  in  the  cases  before  us,  in  the  petition  of  the 
Bosita  in  the  cross  suit,  as  well  as  in  the  third  allegation  in  her 
answer  to  the  petition  of  the  Alice  in  the  principal  suit^  it  is 
alleged,  that  the  Brig  Alice  had  been  riding  about  half  a  mile  to 
the  south-west  of  the  Bosita,  and  that  she  came  driving  down 
athwart  the  tide  towards  the  BosUa  and  so  the  injury  happened. 
Now,  their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  it  is  most  dis- 
tinctly proved  that  the  Alice  was  to  the  south-east,  and  not  to  the 
south-west  of  the  Boeita,  and  they  think  it  has  been  shewn  very 
clearly  that,  if  the  Alice  had  been  to  the  south-west  of  the  BosHa 
the  collision  never  could  have  taken  place  in  the  way  in  which  it 
actually  occurred.  Under  these  circumstances,  the  Alice  comes 
here  to  meet  a  different  case  from  that  which  is  alleged  in  the 
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pleadings  of  the  Bosiicu  Their  Lordships  are  particularly  anxious  J.  0. 
to  hear  one  Counsel  on  each  side  upon  the  subject  of  the  pleadings ;  1868 
and  whether,  supposing  their  Lordships  should  be  of  opinion,  that  the  xbe  *TaI 


ice" 


AJiee  was  in  &ult^  the  Baaitft  would  be  entitled  to  their  judgment,  x^g..^^ 
inasmuch  as  she  has  not  stated  her  case  correctly  and  properly?  ' 

Mr.  B.  A.  Priichard : — 

In  the  circumstances  now  before  the  Court  upon  the  pleadings, 
the  Owners  of  the  BosUa  must  be  considered  in  every  respect  as 
Plaintiffs.    Their  allegation  in  the  petition  in  the  cross  suit  being 
similar  to  their  defence  in  the  suit  promoted  against  them  by  the 
Alice.    They  allege,  that  the  Alice  was  to  the  south-west  of  the 
BoBitOf  whereas  it  is  proved,  both  in  the  cross  suit  by  the  Rcmta,  as 
well  as  in  the  principal  suit,  that  the  Alice  was  south-east  of  the 
Bosiia  at  the  time  of  the  collision.     Now,  though  in  causes  of 
damage  the  Defendants  are  not  held  strictly  to  their  pleadings,  and 
as  such  the  Owners  of  the  BosUa  might  not  be  within  the  rule,  yet 
as  Plaintiffi,  which  they  are  in  the  cross  suit,  they  can  only  succeed 
** secundum  allegata  el  probata'^ :  The  Ann  (1);  The  North  Ame- 
rican (2) ;  The  Amalia  (3).    They  cannot  have  the  benefit  of  facts 
not  pleaded,  if  not  proved,  nor  of  hcis  proved,  if  not  pleaded.   The 
cases  which  may  probably  be  relied  upon  on  behalf  of  the  Owners 
of  the  BositOy  namely.  The  Moderation  (4),  and  The  Despatch  (5), 
shew  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  the  discrepctncy  between 
the  pleadings  and  the  proofs  is  not  regarded  when  the  facts,  though 
incorrectly  pleaded,  are  not  material  to  the  issue.    But  in  this  case, 
the  Owners  of  the  Bosiia  have  not  accurately  pleaded  a  fact  that  is 
essential  to  the  proof  of  their  case.  The  distance  and  bearing  of  the 
Vessels  when  first  seen  must  always  be  stated  in  the  preliminary  act, 
and  the  pleadings  should  not  be  less  extensive.  Though  the  new  rules 
have  modified  the  pleadings,  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  below 
seems  to  be  of  opinion,  that  the  general  rule  I  contend  for,  as  a  requisite 
of  pleading,  remains  the  same :  The  Claus  Thamsen  (6).    The  mis- 
pleading, therefore,  on  the  part  of  the  Bosita  is  fetal^  and  the  cross 
suit  brought  on  her  behalf  ought  to  have  been  dismissed  with  costs. 

(1)  13  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  198 ;  S.  C.         (3)  Br.  &  Lush.  311. 

1  Lush.  65.  (4)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  628. 

(2)  12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  381 ;  S.  C.         (5)  14  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  83. 
1  Swab.  868.  (6)  82  L.  J.  (Adm.)  106. 
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J.  0.  Dr.  Deane,  Q.O. : — 

1868  jfo  objection  to  the  pleadings  was  taken  in  the  Conrt  below,  and 

Thk  ''  Alice"  the  point  now  suggested  by  your  Lordships  has  not  even  been  raised 
Thb4u)6ita."  ^^  ^^^  appeal.  It  is,  no  doubt,  competent  for  the  Court  to  take 
such  objection ;  but  if  it  had  been  raised  or  taken  below,  we  miglit, 
if  necessary,  have  amended  our  pleadings.  We  are,  therefore, 
placed  to  great  disadvantage  by  being  called  on  to  argue  so  im- 
portant a  point  in  the  final  Court  of  appeal.  But  the  rule  does 
not  apply  in  our  case.  It  is  quite  true,  that  the  Plaintiff's  proofs 
must  correspond  with  the  pleadings,  so  far  as  is  material  to  the 
case  laid  by  him ;  but  if  the  Plaintiff  proTcs  all  that  is  material, 
then  the  rule  **  se&undum  dUeffola  et  probata  "  does  not  apply.  The 
principal  question  here  is,  not  as  to  the  relatire  position  of  the  Vessels 
when  they  first  anchored ;  but  whether  or  no  the  Mice  drove  down 
upon  the  Bosita.  That  fact  is  alleged,  and  it  is  amply  proved, 
and  that  proof  entitles  the  owner  of  the  BosUa  to  recover.  The 
error,  if  it  be  one,  in  the  pleadings,  respecting  the  relative  position 
of  the  Vessels  when  at  anchor,  is  immaterial.  The  fact  of  the 
collision  is  established,  and  that  is  sufficient. 

Lord  Chelmsfoud: — 

These  cases  have  been  argued  before  their  Lordships  upon 
somewhat  different  grounds  from  those  upon  which  the  argument, 
and  apparently  the  judgment^  proceeded  in  the  Court  below.  We 
say  apparently,  because  it  appears  that  by  the  correction  of  an 
evident  mistake  in  the  printed  judgment  the  foundation  of  the 
argument  against  it  will  be  entirely  removed.  The  mistake  arises 
in  the  statement  of  the  relative  positions  of  the  two  Vessels  just 
before  the  collision.  There  is  no  doubt  that,  according  to  the 
evidence  on  both  sides,  when  the  BosUa  came  to  an  anchor  in  the 
Marffote  Boada  on  the  4th  of  February,  she  was  to  the  north-west 
of  tlie  Alice,  and,  consequently,  the  Alice  was  to  the  south-east  of 
her.  It  does  not  appear,  although  the  distance  between  the 
Vessels  was  probably  lessened,  that  their  relative  position  to  eacli 
other  was  ever  altered.  In  the  answer  on  the  part  of  the  Bosiia, 
and  in  her  petition  in  the  cross-suit,  it  is  said,  that  the  Alice  had 
been  riding  about  half  a  mile  to  the  south-west  of  the  Bosiia,  and 
that  she  came  driving  down  athwart  the  tide  towards  the  BosUa. 
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Their  Lordships  ore  satisfied  tbat^  under  the  alleged  state  of  cir-       J.  0. 
cumstances,  the  Vessels  could  not  haye  come  together  as  they  did,       1S68 
viz.,  the  port-quarter  of  the  Alice  in  contact  with  the  port-bow  of  xhx^'Auce'* 
the  B<mta.    It  is  evident  when  the  learned  Judge  states,  that  the  t^^.^J^j^  ■» 

Trinity  Masters  think  it  impossible  upon  the  statement  that  the       

collision  could  have  taken  place  as  described,  and  that  they  are  of 
opinion,  that  the  Alice  must  have  been  to  the  south-eastward  and 
not  to  the  north-westward  of  the  Roeita  on  the  morning  of  the 
collision, — ^that  the  words  **  north-westward "  are  a  mistake,  and 
that  it  must  be  read  ^'to  the  south-westward,"  or,  at  all  events, 
that  the  negative  proposition  may  be  rejected  altogether,  and  the 
opinion  of  the  Trinity  Masters  taken,  that  the  Alice  must  have 
been  to  the  south-eastward  of  the  Bosita. 

The  great  contest  between  the  parties  is  which  Vessel  drifted. 
In  the  answer  of  the  Alice  to  the  petition  it  is  said :  "  The  Roeiia 
was  lying  on  the  port-beam  of  the  Alice,  and  the  crew  of  the  Rcmta 
were  heaving  in  her  chains.  Under  the  circumstances  aforesaid, 
those  on  board  the  Alice  observed  the  Bonta  with  her  port-chain 
taut  under  her  bow,  and  apparently  dragging  her  anchor,  coming 
down  over  the  tide  and  before  the  wind  with  her  yards  square, 
and  stem  on  towards  the  portrquarter  of  the  Alice"  On  the  other 
side,  the  EoeOa  says,  that  it  was  the  Alice  that  drifted  upon  her. 

Now,  there  ns  contradictory  evidence  upon  this  subject,  each  set 
of  witnesses  stating  the  case  in  favour  of  the  Vessel  to  which  they 
respectively  belong.  Upon  these  questions  of  fact  the  learned 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  states,  in  concurrence  with  the 
opinion  of  the  Trinity  Masters,  that  ^'  the,  Bosiia  says  she  was 
riding  with  sixty  fathoms  of  chain  on  the  port-anchor  and  twenty- 
five  on  the  starboard,  and  another  anchor  attached  belonging  to 
the  Shamrock ;  and  this  weight  of  anchors  renders  it  extremely 
improbable  that  the  Boiita  could  have  drifted  down  on  the  AliceJ** 
Now,  the  leained  Judge  having  come  to  this  conclusion  upon  a 
question  of  fact,  even  if  their  Lordships  doubted  whether  that  conclu- 
sion was  correct,  unless  they  were  perfectly  clear  that  it  was  wrong, 
they  would  be  disposed  to  adopt  his  decision.  But  their  Lordships 
are  satisfied  (and  they  have  the  assistance  of  the  very  able  Nautical 
Assessors  here  who  concur  in  that  view)  that  the  fact  is  as  the 
learned  Judge  has  decided  it  to  be. 
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J.  0.  That  being  the  case,  if  the  B(mita  did  not  drift  npon  the  Alice 

1868        the  case  of  the  Alice  fails  altogether,  because  it  is  the  very  founda- 

Thb'^liob"  ^^^^  ^^  ^^^  ^^^^^  ^^^^  ^^  Bosiia  moTed,  that  she  drifted  down  upon 

r«    JiF^     ,.  her,  and  that  the  collision  was  occasioned  in  that  way.    Therefore, 
Thb**Rosita.        '  .  * 

thus  entirely  filing  in  the  proof  of  the  ayerment  m  her  petition, 

of  course  her  case  must  altogether  fail ;  and  their  Lordships,  under 
the  circumstances,  will  have  no  difficulty  in  recommending  to  Her 
Majesty  that  the  decree  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
should  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  of  the  Alice  dismissed  with 
costs. 

Turning  to  the  case  of  the  Bmta,  and  to  the  objection,  which 
must  be  considered  as  a  preliminary  objection,  which  is  made  to 
the  pleadings  and  to  the  proof  in  support  of  those  pleadings,  it 
is  objected  on  the  part  of  the  Alice  that  the  statement  of  the 
Bowia  that  the  Brig  Alice  had  been  riding  about  half  a  mile  to  the 
south-west  of  the  Bosita  is  a  material  allegation,  and,  being  dis- 
proved by  the  evidence,  the  case  of  the  Bosita  must  altogether 
fail.  Now,  their  Lordships  are  extremely  anxious  to  adhere  with 
as  much  strictness  as  possible  to  the  rule  which  has  been  laid 
down  in  the  various  cases  which  have  been  cited  in  the  course  of 
the  argument — that  a  party  can  only  recover  seeundtim  attegaia  d 
p'dbata.  But  the  question  in  this  case  is,  whetKer  the  Bosiia  has 
not  established  every  part  of  the  allegation  which  Was  material  to 
her  cause,  and  whether  the  words  which  are  referred  to  as  not 
having  been  supported  by  the  evidence  were  material  and  neces- 
sary to  be  proved  as  part  of  that  allegation. 

Before  the  introdw^tion  of  the  new  rules,  the  pleadings  in  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  were  extremely  diffuse,  of  which  many  of  us 
have  had  experience,  and  in  framing  these  rules  it  was  considered 
important  to  reduce  the  length  of  pleadings,  and  to  bring  the 
parties  to  a  short  statement  of  the  facts  upon  which  they  respec- 
tively founded  their  cases.  Accordingly,  the  67th  of  the  Bules  of 
1859  says :  **  Every  pleading  shall  be  divided  into  short  paragraphs, 
numbered  consecutively,  which  shall  be  called  the  articles  of  the 
pleadings,  and  shall  contain  brief  -statements  of  the  facts  material 
to  the  issue."  Now,  the  question  upon  the  pleadings  of  the 
BosUa  is,  whether  the  statement  that  the  Alice  was  riding  to  the 
south-west  of  her,  is  a  fact  material  to  the  issue.    There  can  be  no 
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doubt  whateyer  that  if  these  Vessels  had  been  both  in  motion^  the        J.  0. 
bearings  of  the  Vessels  with  regard  to  each  other  would  haye  been        1868 
a  most  material  fact  to  be  alleged  and  prored,  because  the  course  xbs  '' Alicb" 
to  be  adopted  by  the  one  Vessel  or  the  other  would,  of  course, «    ^^  ^  .. 

depend  entirely  upon  their  relatiye  positions  when  they  came  in        

sight.  But  this  is  a  case  in  which  both  the  Vessels  were  at  anchor, 
and  the  material  question  is — which  of  the  Vessels  drifted  on  the 
other.  Now,  the  position  of  either  Vessel,  with  regcurd  to  that 
material  fact,  does  not  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  be  an  essential 
element  in  the  statement  of  the  cause  of  injury,  and  they  haye 
tried  that  question  in  various  ways.  The  question  was  put  to 
Mr.  Pritehard,  whether,  if  the  statement  that  the  Alice  was  to  the 
south-west  of  the  Rosita  had  been  entirely  omitted  from  the  plead- 
ings, the  allegation  would  have  been  insufficient ;  and  he  answered, 
that  in  his  yiew^  it  certainly  would  not.  Then,  again,  supposing 
this  statement  had  been  omitted  altogether,  could  the  BosUa 
haye  gone  to  the  Court  of  Admiralty  to  haye  the  pleadings  re- 
formed on  the  ground  of  their  omission  of  an  essential  circumstance 
in  the  allegation  ?  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  that  course  could 
not  haye  been  successfully  adopted.  That  being  so,  is  it  not 
eyident  that  in  the  case  of  collision  between  two  Vessels  originally 
at  anchor,  the  bearing  of  the  one  Vessel  with  respect  to  the  other 
is  not  such  a  material  fact  as  necessary  to  be  stated  upon  the  issue 
raised  between  the  parties.  Therefore,  we  are  not  infringing  any 
rule  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty,  or  going  contrary  to  any  of  the 
decisions  upon  this  subject,  by  holding  that  the  direction  in  which 
the  Aliee  was  riding  with  reference  to  the  Rosita  is  not  a  fact 
material  to  the  issue,  and  that  the  objection  to  the  pleadings  on 
this  ground  fails.  It  may  be  said,  as  it  has  been  said,  that  the 
Alice  was  likely  to  have  been  misled  by  this  allegation,  because 
she  must  haye  been  aware  that  if  the  Vessels  were  in  the  position 
alleged  by  the  Bosita,  it  was  quite  impossible  that  the  accident 
could  haye  occurred  in  the  way  alleged;  that  is,  by  the  port- 
quarter  of  the  Alice  coming  in  contact  with  the  port*bow  of  the 
BosUa.  The  parties  might,  therefore,  haye  come  to  the  Court 
prepared  to  meet  a  totally  different  case,  and  with  a  yery  different 
defence  from  that  which  it  was  necessary  to  oppose  to  the  proof  of 
a  different  relatiye  position  of  the  two  Vessels.  But  with  regard 
Vou  n.  8  U 
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J.  C.        to  the  possibility  of  any  misleading,  there  oonld  have  been  none 

1868        in  this  case,  because  it  is  quite  dear  that  the  Alice  stated  the  cir- 

Tbb*<Aliob"  cumstances  according  to  her  own  view;  and  placed  the  Vessels  in 

Thb^bStta,"  ^®  exact  position  in  which  they  were  proved  to  be ;  therefore, 

—        even  if  the  possibility  of  her  being  misled  could  have  been  an 

objection  to  these  pleadings,  the  objection  would  have  failed  for 

want  of  a  foundation.    XJtider  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships 

are  of  opinion,  that  the  claim  of  the  BosUa  is  not  prejudiced  by 

the  allegation  that  the  Alice  was  lying  to  the  south-west  of  her 

before  the  collision,  and  that  her  case  is  fully  established. 

Now,  a  very  few  words  in  regard  to  the  mode  in  which  the 
accident  occurred.  If  the  Alice  had  been  to  the  south-west  of  the 
BosUa,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the  accident  could  not  have  occurred 
in  the  way  described.  But  it  must  be  taken  as  proved  that  the 
Alice  was  to  the  south-east  of  the  Bosiia.  Acting  under  the  able 
assistance  of  our  Nautical  Assessors,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion 
that,  taking  the  position  of  the  Vessels  to  have  been  as  described, 
the  Alice  lying  to  the  south-east  of  the  R(f8ita,  the  wind  being  to 
the  northward  of  west,  and  the  tide  running  in  an  opposite  direc- 
tion to  the  wind,  the  Alice  having  catted  her  port-anchor,  and  the 
other  anchor  being  out  the  whole  length  of  the  cable,  eighty 
fathoms,  the  combined  action  of  the  wind  and  the  tide  would  carry 
the  Alice  down  towards  the  Rowta  with  a  slackened  chain,  and 
that  having  drifted  a  cable's  length  (the  distance  between  the  two 
Vessels),  she  would  be  checked,  and  then  would  drift  down  with 
the  tide  and  come  into  collision  with  her  port-quarter  against  the 
port-bow  of  the  BosUa.  Thus  it  is  satisfactorily  shewn  that  the 
damage  was  occasioned  by  the  drifting  of  the  Alices  and  happened 
exactly  in  the  way  in  which  it  has  been  proved  to  have  occurred. 

Under  these  circumstances,  therefore,  their  Lordships  will  re* 
commend  Her  Majesty  to  afBrm  the  sentence  of  the  Judge  of  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  in  favour  of  the  EosUa,  and  to  dismiss  the 
appeal  of  the  Alice  with  costs. 

,    Proctors  for  the  Appellants :  Priichard  dt  Sans. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Stocken  &  Juff. 
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THE  EEV.  LEWIS  EUGG,  CLERK     .    .    .    Appellant  ;         J.  0/ 


THE  RIGHT  REV.  THE  LORD  BISHOP  OF)  Novell. 

WINCHESTER JRespondent. 

ON  APPEAL  PROM  THE  ARCHES  COURT  OP  CANTERBURY. 

JEcdesiasticdl  Law —  Offence  against — Church  Discipline  Act — Act  <f  Unifarmitt/ 
^Construction  of  ss.  77  and  109  of  1  <i&  2  Vict.  c.  106, 

The  shutting  np  and  refusing  to  perform  Divine  Service  in  one  of  two 
Churches,  forming  together  a  distinct  Parish  and  Benefice  under  an  Order  in 
Council,  made  pursuant  to  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  and  2  &  8  Viot.  c.  49,  is  an 
Ecclesiastical  offence  cognizable  under  the  Church  Discipline  Act^  8&  4  Vict. 
c  86,  and  the  Lacumbent  persisting  in  such  a  course,  after  notice  from  the 
Ordinary,  may  be  proceeded  against  under  that  Act  for  having  offended  against 
the  Ecclesiastical  Law  of  the  realm,  by  a  contumacious  refusal  to  obey  the 
lawful  order  of  his  Bishop. 

The  13  &  14  Car.  2.  c.  4  (The  Act  of  Uniformity)^  does  not  apply  where 
there  are  two  Churches  in  the  same  Parish,  so  as  to  require  the  Incumbent 
to  perform  morning  and  evening  service  in  each  of  them  every  Lord's  day, 
and  the  words  of  sect.  2  of  that  Statute  "every  Church,  Chapel,  or  other 
place  of  public  worship  within  this  realm  o( England,^  must  be  read  ''in  each 
Church  "  for  which  there  is  a  Minister. 

The  jurisdiction  given  exclusively  to  the  Bishop  by  the  109th  section  of 
the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  has  reference  only  to  proceedings  taken  under  that 
Act,  and  does  not  oust  the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Court  for 
an  offence  committed  against  the  Common  Ecclesiastical  Law. 

Qtuere :  Whether  the  refusal  to  perform  service  in  one  of  two  Churches  in 
a  Parish  is  an  inadequate  performance  of  Ecclesiastical  duties  within  the 
meaning  of  the  77th  section  of  the  Statute,  1  &  2  Vict  c.  106. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Arches  Court  of  Canter- 
hwry^  in  a  cause  of  office  promoted  by  the  Bespondent^  the  Bishop 
of  Winchester^  against  the  Appellant^  the  Bev.  Lewi$  Bugg^  Clerk, 
the  perpetual  Curate  and  Incumbent  of  the  Curacy  and  Benefice  of 
EcehinstDeU-with-Sydmonton,  in  the  County  of  Southampton,  for 
having,  within  two  years  then  last  past,  offended  against  the  Laws 
Ecclesiastical : — ^  By   haying  omitted  to  perform,  or  to  proyide 

*  Present: — Ths  Lord  Chanoellob  (Lobd  Caibnb),  Thb  Abobbishop  of 
YoBK,  LoBD  Cbelhsfobd,  Lobd  WESTBxmT,  Sib  Whjjax  Eblb,  and  Sib  Jambs 

WlUiIAX  COLTILB. 

8  U2 
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J.  0.       for  the  performance  of,  public  Divme  Service  as  prescribed  in  the 

1868       Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  administration  of  the  Sacraments, 

BuGG       Aud  other  rites  and  ceremonies,  according  to  the  use  of  the  Church 

The  Bibhop  ^^  JSfThglandj  in  the  Church  or  Chapel  of  St.  Mary,  Sydmonton,  on 

<^'         Sunday,  the  12th  day  of  May,  on  Sunday  the  19th  day  of  May,  on 

*  Sunday,  the  26th  day  of  May,  and  on  Sunday,  the  2nd  day  of 

June,  all  in  the  year  of  our  Lord,  1867." 

The  cause  came  before  the  Arches  Court,  by  Letters  of  Bequest 
from  the  Bishop  of  Winchesier,  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  the  Church  Discipline  Act,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  13. 

The  Appellant  appeared  to  the  decree  or  citation  under  protest, 
and  brought  in  his  Act  on  petition,  wherein  he  protested  against 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  on  the  grounds :  First,  that  by  reason 
of  the  provisions  contained  in  the  Act,  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  ss.  77 
and  109,  proceedings  could  not  be  taken  against  him  under  the 
3  &  4  Vict  c.  86,  for  the  offence  set  forth  in  the  decree;  secondly, 
that  the  Church  of  St.  Mary,  Sydmonton^  was  an  unconsecrated 
Building;  and  thirdly,  that  on  the  Sundays  on  which  he  was 
charged  with  having  omitted  to  perform  Divine  Service  in  the 
Church  of  St.  Mary,  Sydmonton,  he  had  performed  two  full  Servicer 
in  the  Church  of  St  Lawrence,  EcchinsweB. 

Affidavits  in  support  of  the  Act  on  petition,  answer  and  reply, 
were  brought  in,  and  on  the  5th  of  February,  1868,  The  Eight 
Hon.  Sir  Robert  PhiUimore,  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  Courts  having 
heard  the  Appellant  on  his  own  behalf,  overruled  the  protest  and 
assigned  him  to  appear  absolutely. 

On  the  6th  of  February,  1868,  Articles  were  brought  in  on  behalf 
of  the  Bishop  of  Winchester  and  admitted.  These  Articles  pleaded  :^- 
First,  that  by  the  Common  Ecclesiastical  Law  of  the  realm,  and 
by  the  Statute,  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  4,  s.  2,  every  Clerk  in  Holy 
Orders  of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland  is  bound  on 
every  Sunday  to  perform,  or  to  provide  for  the  performance  of, 
pubHc  Divine  Service  in  every  consecrated  Church  or  Chapel  of 
the  Ecclesiastical  Parish  or  Benefice  of  which  he  is  the  Licum- 
bent  Second,  that  the  Appellant  was  a  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders 
of  the  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland,  and  the  Perpe- 
tual Curate  and  Incumbent  of  the  Perpetual  Curacy  and  Bene- 
fice of  EcchineweU'tpith'Sydmonton.    Third,  that  such  perpetual 
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Ouiacj  and  Benefice  consisted  of  two  ancient  Parochial  Chapelries,  J.  a 
then  and  for  many  years  past  known  by  the  respective  names  of  iscs 
JEoehinswett  and  Sydmonton,  in  each  of  which  there  had  been  fi:om  bcoo 
time  out  of  mind  a  consecrated  Church  or  Ohapel,  to  wit,  the  Church  j^^  bmbop 

or  Chapel  of  8t.  Lawreneey  Eeehinstvdlf  and  the  Church  or  Chapel  of        of 

JS^.  Mary,  Sydmanton  ;  that  such  ancient  Parochial  Chapelries,  up       

to  the  18ih  of  August,  1852,  belonged  for  all  Ecclesiastical  pur- 
poses to  the  Vicarage  and  Parish  Church  of  Kingsderey  but  were 
^separated  therefrom  by  an  Order  in  Council,  bearing  date  the  18th 
of  August)  1852,  and  since  that  date  had  been  and  were  a  separate 
Parish  for  Ecclesiastical  purposes,  and  a  perpetual  Curacy  and 
Benefice  by  the  name  or  style  of  the  perpetual  Curacy  of  EechinS'^ 
ioM-mih-SydiiMmton.  Fourth,  a  copy  of  the  Order  in  Council, 
bearing  date  the  18th  day  of  August,  1852.  Fifth,  the  omis- 
sion on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  to  perform  Divine  Service  in 
the  Church  of  8t.  Mary,  Sydmonlon,  on  the  days  thereinbefore 
set  forth.  Sixth,  certain  correspondence  between  the  Appellant 
4md  Messrs.  Biirder  and  Dunninff,  the  Secretaries  of  the  Bishop 
of  WinehedeTf  in  reference  to  the  omission  on  the  part  of  the  Ap- 
pellant to  perform  Divine  Service  on  the  days  mentioned.  Seventh, 
the  Letters  of  Bequest  by  the  Bishop  of  Winchester ;  and  the  ao- 
<»ptance  thereof  by  the  Dean  of  the  Arches,  thereby  founding  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  The  eighth  was  the  usual  concluding 
Article,  praying  the  Court  to  pronounce  that  the  Appellant  had 
offended  against  the  Law  Ecclesiastical,  and  that  he  might  be  ad- 
monished to  abstain  from  so  offending  in  future,  and  might  be 
condemned  in  the  costs  of  the  proceedings. 

To  these  Articles  a  responsive  plea  was  brought  in  on  behalf  of  the 
Appellant.  In  this  plea  the  fiact  of  the  omission  on  the  part  of  the 
Defendant  to  perform,  or  to  provide  for  the  performance  o%  public 
Divine  Service  in  the  Church  of  81.  Mary,  Sydnumton,  on  the 
days  specified,  was,  in  effect  admitted,  but  a  justification  of  such 
omission  alleged,  and  the  commission  of  any  offence  against  the 
C!ommon,  Ecclesiastical,  or  the  Statute  Law  of  the  realm,  was 
denied. 

On  the  16th  of  April,  1868,  a  Pamphlet,  entitled  '^  Correspond- 
ence with  the  Bishop  of  WineJiester,  and  Protest  of  the  Incumbent 
against  the  Consecration  of  a  Church  at  Sydmanton,  in  HaniSy" 
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J.  C.       was  brought  in  on  behalf  of  the  Bespondent  and  admitted  by  the 

1868       Appellant^  and  the  pleadings  concluded. 

BvGa  0^  ^^  2nd  of  May^  I8689  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court 

ThbBishof  ^^'^  Eight  Hon.  Sir  Bdbert  Phillimore\  by  an  Interlocutory 

<»         decree,  declared  that  the  Bespondent  had  sufficfently  prored  tha 

— .  Articles  given  in  and  admitted  in  the  cause,  and  held  that  the  Ap- 
pellant had  offended  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical  by  not  having^ 
regularly  performed  Divine  Service  in  the  Church  or  Chapel  of 
8t.  Mary,  Sydmatiton,  as  required  by  the  Lord  Bishop  of  the  Dio- 
cese; and  admonished  the  Appellant  to  resume  and  continue  to 
perform,  or  provide  for  the  performance  of,  public  Divine  Service, 
as  prescribed  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  in  the  Church  or 
Chapel  of  8t.  Mary,  SydmonUm ;  and  further  condemned  him  in 
the  costs. 
This  decree  was  the  subject  of  the  present  appeaL 

The  Appellant^  in  person : — 

Baised  the  following  grounds  and  argued,  that  the  decree  of  the 
Dean  of  Arches  was  wrong : — 

First)  that  the  alleged  omission  of  duties  did  not  constitute  an 
offence  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Statutes,  3  &  4  Vict  c.  86,  and  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  4 ;  and  that  having 
performed  morning  and  evening  Services,  with  Sermons,  in  the 
Parish  Church  of  St,  Latorenee,  Ecchinswell,  on  each  of  the  respec- 
tive days  specified  in  the  Articles  of  complaint,  he  had  fully  com- 
plied with  the  requisitions  of  the  2nd  section  of  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,. 
c.  4^  and  was  not  chargeable  with  any  dereliction  of  clerical  duty 
whatsoever,  and  he  insisted  that  the  109th  Canon  applied,  and 
that  this  was  not  an  Ecclesiastical  offence  defined  or  provided 
against  by  that  Canon. 

Secondly,  he  maintained,  that  the  non-performance  on  the 
Lord's  day  of  Divine  Service  in  one  of  two  Churches  and  Chapels, 
both  being  locally  situate  within  one  separate  Parish  and  Bene- 
fice for  Ecclesiastical  purposes,  two  full  Services  having  in  fact 
been  performed  for  the  whole  Benefice  in  the  other  of  the  two 
Churches  on  the  days  specified  in  the  Articles  of  complaint,  would 
subject  him,  if  he  were  in  any  wise  amenable,  to  be  proceeded 
against  under  the  77th  section  of  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  10(5 ;  and  he  con- 
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tended;  that  the  Ordinary  was  precluded  by  the  provisions  of  that  J.  C. 
section  and  the  109th  section  of  that  Statute  from  taking  pro-  1868 
ceedings  under  any  other  Statute.  Buoa 

Thirdly,  that  the  recitals  in  the  Order  in  Council  of  the  18th  t^b  Bamt 
of  August,  1852,  importing  that  at  Sydmonton,  within  the  separate  ^    ^' 
Parish  and  Benefice,  a  Chapel  and  Chapel-yard  existed  at  that  date,        — — 
were  erroneous ;  that  a  Building  which  had  formerly  existed,  and 
had  been  so  designated,  had  been  demolished  for  the  space  of 
three  years  and  upwards,  and  that  the  Order,  so  far  as  it  related 
to  such  Building  and  Chapel-yard,  had,  therefore,  no  operation, 
and  cited  the  case  of  Bex  y.  Oreene  (1). 

Fourthly,  that,  under  the  circumstances  aboye  stated,  it  was  not 
competent  to  the  Ordinary  to  consecrate  the  Building  erected  in 
1853,  as  or  for  a  Parish  Church  (a  Parish  Church  already  existing 
in  the  Benefice),  alleging  that  neither  the  Patron  nor  the  Minister 
consented,  and  that  no  endowment  had  been  granted. 

Fifthly,  that  assuming  the  Ordinary  to  haye  had  jurisdiction 
oyer  the  ancient  Building,  and  not  to  haye  lost  such  jurisdiction 
by^its  demolition  without  a  Faculty,  under  such  circumstances,  the 
Ecclesiastical  Court  haying  jurisdiction  oyer  the  ancient  footway 
leading  into  the  Building,  and  that  footway  haying  been,  as  he 
alleged,  closed  up,  it  became,  as  he  maintained,  the  duty  of  the 
Court  below  to  order  the  footway  to  be  re-opened,  before  ad- 
monishing the  Appellant  to  obey  the  direction  of  his  Ordinary  to 
perform  Diyine  Seryice  in  such  building. 

Dr.  Swahey^  (with  whom  was  Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.)  for  the  Bespon- 
dent,  argued  that  the  decree  appealed  from  ought  to  be  affirmed, 
and  the  cause  remitted  to  the  Court  below,  for  the  following 
reasons: — 

First,  because  the  Appellant  was  the  Incumbent  of  a  Benefice 
consisting  of  two  distinct  districts  or  Chapelries,  in  each  of  which 
there  was  a  consecrated  Building,  Church,  or  Chapel ;  secondly, 
that  the  Appellant  was  bound  by  law  to  perform  or  proyide  for 
the  performance  of  Diyine  Seryice  in  each  of  such  Buildings, 
Churches,  or  Chapels ;  thirdly,  that  the  Appellant  had  no  right  to 
choose  in  which  of  the  Churches  or  Chapels  he  would  perform 

.  (1)  6  Ad.  &  E.  648.  ^ 
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J.  a  Diyine  Seryioe,  and  entirely  neglect  to  perform  or  provide  for  the 

1868  performance  of  any  Divine  Service  in  the  other  of  such  Buildings, 

^^  ChorcheSy  or  Chapels ;  and  lastly,  that  the  reasons  allied  by  the 

Bkh  Appellant  for  not  performing,  or  providing  for  the  performance 

OF  of  Divine  Service,  in  both  of  the  Churches,  or  Chapels,  were 

wholly  insufficient,  irrelevant,  and  unfounded  in  law. 


Win 


1868  Their  Lordships  having  reserved  judgment^  it  was  now  de- 

Dto.  23.      livered  by 

LoBn  Chelmsfobd  : — 

The  Appellant  in  this  case  is  the  Incumbent  of  the  Benefice  of 
Eechinswdl'-iffUh'Sydmonton^  in  the  County  of  Southampton,  and  he 
appeals  from  a  sentence  of  the  Arches  Court,  pronounced  in  a  cause 
instituted  under  the  Clmreh  Discipline  Act,  by  which  sentence  the 
Judge  declared  that  the  Appellant  had  offended  against  the  Laws 
Ecclesiastical  by  not  having  regularly  performed  Divine  Service  in 
the  Church  or  Chapel  of  8t.  Mary,  Stfdmonton,  as  required  by  the 
Lord  Bishop  of  the  Diocese,  and  monished  him  to  resume  and 
continue  to  perform,  or  to  provide  for  the  performance  of,  public 
Divine  Service,  as  prescribed  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  in 
the  Church  or  Chapel  of  St.  Mary,  Sydmonton,  and  further  con- 
denmed  him  in  costs. 

It  appears  that  EcchinsweU  and  Sydmonton  were  two  ancient 
Chapelries  belonging  to  the  Vicarage  of  Kvngsdere,  with  a  Church 
or  Chapel  in  each  of  the  Chapelries,  each  Chapelry  being  also  a 
separate  Parish  for  all  civil  purposes ;  and  in  the  year  1852,  a  pro- 
posal or  scheme  for  the  union  of  the  two  Chapelries  into  a  separate 
Parish  and  Benefice,  and  for  their  separation  from  the  Vicarage  of 
Kinffselere,  was  set  on  foot  by  the  Bishop  of  Winchester,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  and  the  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  49. 

This  scheme  was  certified  by  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  to 
the  Queen  in  Council,  and  all  necessary  consents  having  been 
given,  it  was  ultimately  approved  of  by  Her  Majesty  in  Council, 
and  became  binding  under  the  Acts  referred  to. 

By  this  scheme  it  was  provided,  that  the  two  Chapelries  of 
EechinsweU  and  Sydmonton  should  be  separated  from  the  Vicarage 
of  Kinffsclere,  and  be  united  so  as  to  form  together  a  separate 
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Parish  for  Ecclesiastical  purposes^  and  a  Perpetual  Curacy  and        J.O. 
Benefice^  by  the  name  or  style  of  the  Perpetual  Curacy  of  Ecchins-        1863 
iodt-wUhrSydmonlon,     That  the  proposed    separate  Parish    and       b^qq 
Benefice  should  be  subject  to  the  same  Ecclesiastical  jurisdiction  r^^  Bdshop 
as  the  said  Vicarage  of  Kingsdere,  and  the  Incumbent  of  such  sepa-         o' 

rate  Parish  and  Benefice  should  have  exclusiye  cure  of  souls  within        

the  limits  of  the  same.  That  two  Churchwardens  should  be  an- 
nually chosen  in  the  customary  manner,  and  at  the  time  when 
Churchwardens  are  usually  appointed,  in  and  for  each  of  the  said 
Chapelries ;  and  every  person  so  chosen  should  be  duly  admitted, 
and  should  do  all  things  pertaining  to  the  office  of  Churchwarden 
as  to  Ecclesiastical  matters  within  the  said  Chapelries.  That  the 
freehold  of  the  Churches  and  Churchyards  of  EcchinsweU  and 
SydmonUm^  so  far  as  the  same  might  be  vested  in  or  belong  to  the 
Incumbent  for  the  time  being  of  the  said  Vicarage,  and  also  all  the 
glebe  lands  of  and  belonging  to  the  said  Vic€u:age  situate  in  the 
said  Chapelries  of  Ecchinswdl  and  SydmorUan,  with  the  appur- 
tenances ;  and  also  (except  as  thereinafter  mentioned)  all  so  much 
and  such  part  of  the  tithe  rent-charges  or  other  payments  or  com- 
positions for  or  in  lieu  of  tithes  belonging  to  the  said  Vicarage  as 
arose  and  accrued,  or  were  payable  within  or  in  respect  of  the  said 
Chapelries  of  EcchinomU  and  Sydmcmion,  should  belong  and  be 
attached  to  the  said  proposed  separate  Benefice  of  Eoehinsfvell-wUh' 
Bydmontan  for  ever,  and  be  held,  received,  and  enjoyed  by  the 
Incumbent  thereof  for  the  time  being,  accordingly.  That  the 
Parishioners  of  Eochinmjoell  and  Sydmonbm  should  be  liable  as 
theretofore  to  the  expenses  of  repairing  and  maintaining  their 
respective  Churches,  and  the  other  expenses  incidental  to  the  due 
performance  of  Divine  Service  therein  respectively,  and  should  be 
exempt  from  all  rates,  charges,  and  assessments  to  be  made  for  or 
in  respect  of  the  Parish  Church  of  Kingsdere  aforesaid,  or  for  or  in 
respect  of  any  other  Church  or  Chapel  situate  elsewhere  than 
within  the  limits  of  the  said  proposed  separate  Parish.  That  the 
patronage  or  right  of  nomination  of  or  to  the  said  proposed  separate 
Benefice  of  EechinsweH^ih-Sydmonton  should  be  and  remain  in 
the  Vicar  of  the  said  Vicarage  and  Parish  Church  of  Kingsdere  for 
the  time  being  and  his  successors  for  ever.  That  the  Parishioners 
of  EeehitmoeU  and  Sydmontan  should  be  entitled,  as  theretofore,  to 
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J.  a        acoommodation  in  their  said  respective  Churches^  but  should  not 

1868        henceforth  be  entitled  to  any  accommodation  in  the  Parish  Church 

]J^       of  EinffscJere. 
Thi  Bishop       ^^  ^  enacted  by  the  Statutes  already  mentioned^  that  a  scheme 
OF         thus  approved  of,  and  made  an  Order  in  Council,  shall  come  into 

'  operation  forthwith,  and  be  binding  on  all  persons  whatsoever, 

whether  the  Benefice  or  Benefices  thereby  affected  be  or  be  not 
vacant  (1). 

Shortly  after  the  date  of  the  Order  in  Council,  the  Appellant 
became  the  Incumbent  of  the  Parish  or  Benefice  thus  created. 
The  Church  at  Sydmonton  was  at  this  time  pulled  down  for  the 
purpose  of  being  rebuilt,  and  it  was  rebuilt  on  the  lines  of  the 
ancient  structure  in  1858. 

It  appears  that  from  the  year  in  which  the  new  Church  at 
Sydmonton  was  opened  for  Divine  Worship,  until  1863,  service  was 
performed  in  the  Church  by  the  Appellant.  Some  doubt  then 
arose  whether  the  new  Building  required  reconsecration ;  and  the 
Appellant  taking  advantage  of  this  doubt,  closed  the  Church,  and 
refused  his  consent  to  its  being  reconsecrated.  To  such  an  extent 
was  his  perverse  conduct  carried,  that  on  the  day  appointed  for  the 
consecration,  the  17th  of  August,  1865,  he  caused  the  door  of  the 
Church  to  be  locked,  carried  away  the  key,  and  refused  to  be  pre- 
sent at  the  ceremony.  There  can  be  no  justification  or  excuse  for 
such  conduct.  .  If  the  new  Church  required  reconsecration  (which, 
as  it  was  built  on  the  site  of  the  old  Church,  may  well  be  doubted), 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  Appellant  to  have  promoted  and  assisted 
such  reconsecration.  The  Appellant  has  since  contended  that  the 
consecration  is  invalid,  as  it  took  place  without  his  consent,  and 
even  against  his  protest  But  their  Lordships  entertain  no  doubt 
that,  even  assuming  reconsecration  to  have  been  necessary,  the 
Appellant^  having  regard  to  the  site  of  the  Building,  the  purpose 
for  which  it  was  erected,  and  the  provisions  of  the  Order  in  Council, 
was  not  in  a  position  to  have  refused  his  assent  to  the  consecration. 
In  the  consideration  of  this  case,  therefore,  the  Church  at  Sydmon-^ 
ton  must  be  taken  to  be  a  lawfully  consecrated  Church. 

On  the  5th  of  May,  1867,  the  Appellant  gave  public  notice  in  the 
Church  at  Sydmonton  that  there  would  be  no  more  service  in  that 
(1)  See  1  &  2  Vict  c.  106,  8.  26,  and  2  &  3  Vict.  c.  49,  s.  6. 
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Church ;  and  for  the  two  following  Sundays  Divine  Service  was  not       J.  0. 
performed  in  it.    Gomplaint  having  been  made  to  the  Bishop  of       1868 
Wineheder,  he,  on  the  23rd  of  May,  1867^  by  a  Letter  from  his  Secre-       btoo 
tary  to  the  Appellant^  desired  to  know  whether  the  information  he  r|i^  bbhop 
had  received  was  correct,  and  if  so,  on  what  ground  he  had  sus-         of 

pended  the  service.    To  this  Letter  the  Appellant  on  the  27th       

May,  1867,  replied  in  these  terms: — "In  answer  to  your  Letter 
addressed  to  me  at  the  request  of  the  Bishop  of  WinchesteTy  I  have 
to  inform  you,  that  I  have  discontinued  the  service  at  Sydmanton, 
and  have  returned  to  the  two  full  services  in  the  Church  at 
Ecehinswdl  as  performed  by  me  during  the  first  four  years  of  my 
charge  of  this  Parish.  I  think  I  shall  best  discharge  my  duty  to 
my  Parishioners  generally  by  the  return  to  the  two  full  services 
(morning  and  evening)  here,  and  that  this  will  be  more  strictly 
in  accordance  with  the  requirements  of  both  the  Common  and 
Ecclesiastical  Law,  than  having  only  one  service  here  in  order 
that  there  may  be  one  in  a  Building  which  I  cannot  recognise  as 
even  having  been  lawfully  consecrated,  and  for  the  sake  merely 
of  one  family  (not  much  resident)  and  their  immediate  dependents, 
when  the  great  bulk  (more  than  nine-tenths)  of  my  Parishioners 
live  nearer  to  Eechtnswell  Church,  where  they  can  better  and  more 
conveniently  attend,  than  by  having  to  go  out  of  their  way  a  mile 
or  two  more  distant  to  Sydmonton  House." 

The  following  Letter,  dated  the  30th  May,  1867,  was  then  written 
by  the  Bishop's  Secretaries  to  the  Appellant: — ^^We  have  laid 
your  letter  of  the  27th  before  the  Bishop  of  Winehester.  We  are 
desired  to  state  that  the  Bishop  requires  you  to  resume  the  service 
at  Sydmonton  Church  on  Sunday  next,  and  to  continue  the  per- 
formance of  such  service  in  future ;  and  we  beg  to  add  that  we 
have  forwarded  a  copy  of  this  Letter  to  the  Churchwarden,  and 
requested  him  to  inform  the  Bishop  whether  his  order  is  complied 
with.'' 

The  following  was  the  reply  of  the  Appellant  to  the  order  of  the 
Bishop : — **  Ecehinawdly  Slst  May,  1867.  Li  reply  to  your  com- 
munication of  yesterday  from  the  Bishop  of  Winchetter^  I  beg  you 
to  inform  his  Lordship  that,  with  all  due  deference  to  his  authority, 
I  see  neither  the  necessity  nor  the  obligation,  under  existing  cir- 
cumstances, of  performing  Divine  Service  at  Sydmonton,  and  it  is 
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J.  a       not  my  intention  to  resume  the  serrice  there  until  every  impedi- 
1868       ment  be  removed  and  the  Church  (so  called)  has  been  judicially 
BvGG       decided  to  be  lawfully  consecrated.     I  have,  moreoTer,  to  inform 
The  Bisnop  ^^^  ^^^  there  is  no  Churchwarden  at  Sydmonion,  and,  therefore,  no 
o»         need  to  wait  for  a  reply  to  any  copy  of  a  Letter  or  request  to  such  to 
— -       know  whether  his  Lordship's  order  has  been  complied  with  or  not." 
The  Bishop,  finding  that  the  Appellant  had  determined  to  con- 
tinue to  keep  the  Church  at  Sydmontan  closed,  and  to  disregard 
his  order  that  the  service  in  it  should  be  resumed,  instituted  a  suit 
against  the  Appellant  in  the  Arches  Court  of  Ccmterhury^  under 
the  provisions  of  the  Church  Dtmpline  Act  (3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86).  The 
Letters  of  Bequest  stated,  that  the  Appellant  was  charged  with 
having  offended  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical  by  having  omitted 
to  perform  or  to  provide  for  the  performance  of  public  Divine 
Service  as  prescribed  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  adminis- 
tration of  the  Sacraments  and  other  rites  and  ceremonies,  in  the 
Church  of  St.  Mary,  Sydmontan  on  four  successive  Sundays  in  the 
months  of  May  and  June,  1867,  and,  therefore,  prayed  that  a  cita- 
tion might  be  issued  to  him  to  appear  to  answer  to  certain  Articles, 
&c.,  to  be  administered. 

The  Appellant  appeared  under  protest^  and  by  an  Act  on  Peti- 
tion objected  that  by  virtue  of  divers  provisions  contained  in  1  &  2 
Vict  c.  106,  and  more  particularly  in  sections  77  and  1 09,  the 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  admim'ster  Articles  to  him  for  the 
alleged  offence  of  omitting  to  perform,  or  provide  for  the  perform- 
ance of,  public  Divine  Service  in  the  alleged  Church  of  St.  Mary, 
Sydmontan ;  that  the  Building  called  the  Chwrch  of  St.  Mary, 
Sydmontan,  is  not  a  Church  as  falsely  suggested ;  that  an  illegal 
ceremony  of  consecration  had  been  performed  within  the  Build- 
ing ;  that  the  Appellant  performed  two  full  services  in  the  Parish 
Church  of  Ecchvn»wdlv>ithrSydmonton  on  the  Sundays  mentioned 
in  the  Letters  of  Bequest^  and  that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the 
Court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  a  suit  to  compel  him  to 
answer  Articles  for  not  performing  divine  service  in  the  Building. 
The  Dean  of  the  Arches  (The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  Bdbert  Phiaimore) 
overruled  the  protest,  deciding  that  the  offence  charged  was  an 
Ecclesiastical  offence  cognizable  under  the  provisions  of  the  3  &  4 
Vict,  c.^86,  and  assigned  the  Appellant  to  appear  absolutely. 
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Articles  were  accordingly  brought  in,  which  charged  the  Appel-  • 

lant  with  having  offended  against  the  Common  Ecclesiastical  Law        15^ 
of  the  realm,  and  the  Statute,  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  4,  s.  2,  by  omit-       ^'^ 
ting  to  perform  Divine  Service  in  the  Church  of  8L  Mary,  8ydr  Taa  Bishop 
monton,  at  the  times  mentioned,  and  copies  of  the  before-mentioned  Wimchkib. 
Letters  between  the  Bishop's  Secretaries  and  the  Appellant  were 
annexed  to  and  made  part  of  the  Articles. 

The  answer  to  the  Articles  principally  consisted  of  a  denial  of 
any  liability  on  the  Appellant  to  perform  any  Divine  Service  in  St. 
Manfs,  Sydmonton,  on  the  ground  of  its  being  an  nnconsecrated 
Building,  and  a  justification  for  the  omission  charged,  by  reason  of 
his  having  performed  two  full  services  in  the  Church  of  EceMnaweU. 

The  Dean  of  the  Arches  held,  that  the  Bishop  had  rightly 
exercised  his  discretion  in  commanding  the  Appellant  to  perform 
Divine  Service  in  the  Church  at  Sydmonlon,  and  admonished  him 
to  obey  the  directions  of  his  Ordinary. 

XJpon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal  from  this  judgment^  the  Appel- 
lant in  person  urged  various  objections,  some  of  which  were  of  an 
extremely  frivolous  character.  He  insisted  upon  the  illegality  of 
the  consecration  of  the  Church  at  Sydmonton,  for  which  objection, 
as  already  shewn,  there  is  no  foundation.  He  also  objected  that  an 
ancient  footway  or  entrance  to  the  Church  had  been  stopped  up  by 
the  Patron,  and  a  more  circuitous  road  provided,  and  that  it  is  by 
sufferance  of  the  Patron  only  that  the  former  approach  can  be  used. 
It  is  dear  that  no  defence  against  the  present  charge  can  be  rested 
upon  this  circumstance.  If  there  has  been  any  improper  obstruc- 
tion of  a  right  of  way  to  the  Church,  the  Appellant  has  his  appro- 
priate remedy. 

But  the  Appellant  principally  rested  his  defence  to  the  proceed- 
ings against  him  upon  the  ground  that  there  being  two  Churches 
or  places  of  public  worship  in  the  Parish  of  Eechinstu^-wUh- 
Sydmonton,  he  had  a  right  to  shut  the  Church  against  the  Parish- 
ioners of  Sydmonton,  if,  in  his  discretion,  he  considered  it  more 
expedient  to  confine  the  public  worship  in  the  Parish  to  the 
Church  at  EcehinstDeB. 

The  question  is,  whether  by  so'acting  and  persevering  in  keeping 
the  Church  at  Sydmonton  closed  in  disobedience  to  the  order  of 
the  Bishop,  he  has  committed  an  Ecclesiastical  offence. 
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J.  a  The  duty  of  the  Appellant  is  thus  stated  in  the  first  Article : 

1868       That  by  the  C!ommon  Ecclesiastical  Law  of  the  realm,  and  by  the 
^^       Statute,  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  4,  s.  2,  every  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders  of 
The  isBB      ^®  United  Church  of  England  and  Ireland  is  bound  on  every 
ov         Sunday  (otherwise  called  Lord's  Day)  in  the  year  to  perform,  or  to 
...     '  provide  for  the  performance  of,  public  Divine  Service,  as  prescribed 
in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  administration  of  the  Sacra- 
ments and  other  rites  and  ceremonies,  according  to  the  use  in  the 
Church  of  England,  in  every  consecrated  Church  or  Chapel  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Parish  or  Benefice  of  which  he  is  the  Licumbent. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  Ad  of  Uniformity  (13  &  14 
Car.  2,  c.  4),  does  not  apply  to  this  case,  and  that  it  is  not  a  duty  im- 
posed by  that  Act  upon  an  Incumbent  who  has  two  Churches  or 
places  of  public  worship  within  his  Parish  to  perform  Divine  Service 
in  both  of  them. 

The  words  of  the  Act,  "  Every  Church,  Chapel,  or  other  place 
of  public  worship  within  this  Bealm  of  England,''  must  be  read — ^in 
each  Church,  &c.,  in  and  for  which  there  is  a  distinct  Minister* 
The  Appellant  cannot,  therefore,  be  said  to  have  offended  against 
the  Act  of  Uniformity  by  confining  the  performance  of  morning 
and  evening  service  to  one  of  the  Churches  in  his  Parish,  and  not 
providing  for  the  same  services  in  the  other  Church,  there  being 
nothing  in  the  Act  requiring  him  to  employ  a  Curate,  in  order  that 
the  services  may  be  duly  performed  in  both  Churches. 

But  the  question  is,  whether  the  Appellant  was  not  bound  by 
the  Common  Ecclesiastical  Law  (to  use  the  language  of  the 
Articles)  ^'  to  perform,  or  to  provide  for  the  performance  of,  public 
Divine  Service "  "  in  every  consecrated  Church  or  Chapel  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Parish  or  Benefice  of  which  he  is  the  Incumbent." 
If  so,  the  Article  which  charges  an  offence  against  the  Common 
Ecclesiastical  Law,  and  also  against  the  Statute,  13  &  14  Car.  2, 
c.  4,  will  be  good,  although  the  offence  is  only  against  the  Common 
Ecclesiastical  Law,  and  not  against  the  Statute,  as  the  latter  alle- 
gation may  be  regarded  as  mere  surplusage. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  Order  in  Council  which  united  the 
Chapelries  of  EeeJUmwdl  and  Sydmonian  into  a  separate  Parish  or 
Benefice,  intended  that  there  should  be  two  Churches  (as  they  are 
called  in  the  Order)  within  the  Parish,  in  both  of  which  public 
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worship  slioiild  be  performed.    This  appears  plainly  from  the  pro-       J.  0. 
yisions  contained  in  the  Order  '^  that  the  Parishioners  of  Ecehins-       1S68 
iceU  and  Sydmanton  should  be  liable,  as  theretofore,  to  the  expenses       b^ 
of  repairing  and  maintaining  their  respective  Churches  and  the  „     u 
other  expenses  incidental  to  the  due  performance  of  Divine  Service         ov 

therein  respectively,"  and  '^that  the  Parishioners  of  Ecehinswdl       

and  SydnumUm  shall  be  entitled  as  heretofore  to  accommodation 
in  their  respective  Churches." 

The  Appellant  accepted  the  Benefice  with  a  full  knowledge 
that  there  were  two  Churches  or  Chapels  within  the  Parish  in 
which,  by  the  instrument  creating  the  Benefice,  the  duty  of  using 
each  as  a  place  of  religious  worship,  and  performing  some  service 
therein,  is  laid  upon  him.  If  the  question  with  the  Bishop  had 
been  as  to  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  services  which  the  Appel- 
lant was  bound  to  perform  in  these  Churches  respectively,  the  case 
might  have  been  attended  with  more  difficulty.  But  the  Appel- 
lant takes  upon  himself  to  shut  up  the  Church  at  Sydmonton,  and 
positively  to  refuse  to  perform  any  Divine  Service  in  it^  assigning 
reasons  for  this  wilful  neglect  of  the  duty  which  he  has  under* 
taken,  every  one  of  which  is  insufficient,  and  claiming  the  liberty 
of  choosing  which  of  the  two  Churches  in  his  Parish  he  will  keep 
open  for  Divine  Worship,  which,  if  it  were  conceded  to  him,  would, 
of  course,  equally  enable  him  to  close  the  Church  at  EcehinBtoeB, 
and  perform  the  whole  of  the  divine  services  in  the  Parish  in  the 
Church  at  SydmorUan. 

If,  then,  the  Appellant  has  neglected  or  refused  to  perform  a 
spiritual  duty  which  was  imposed  upon  him  by  his  induction  into 
the  Benefice,  has  he  not  committed  an  offence  against  the  Eccle- 
siastical Law  ?  This  in  itself  might  render  him  liable  to  be  pro- 
ceeded against  under  the  Church  Discipline  Ad.  But,  beyond  his 
neglect  of  duty,  he  has  exposed  himself  to  such  a  proceeding  by 
his  contumacious  refusal  to  obey  the  lawful  order  of  his  Bishop. 
The  duty  of  performing  some  Divine  Service  in  the  Church  at 
Sydmonion  having  been  imposed  upon  the  Appellant,  and  he 
having  shewn  his  intention  of  violating  it  by  shutting  up  the 
Church  and  giving  public  notice  that  there  would  be  no  more 
service  there,  the  Bishop,  in  the  exercise  of  the  authority  vested 
in  him,  made  an  order  upon  him  to  resume  the  services  in  that    - 
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J.  0.  Church.    If  the  Appellant  had  entertained  a  sincere  wish  to  do 

1868  his  duty  to  the  Parishioners,  he  would  have  consulted  the  Bishop 

Buaa  A8  to  the  best  mode  of  meeting  their  requirements  and  his  own 

The  Bishop  <>Wigation ;   but  instead  of  adopting  this  course  he  defied  the 

or  Bishop's  authority  under  the  semblance  of  deference  to  it,  and 

WlKOHESTEB. 

denying  the  necessity  and  the  obligation  of  performing  any  Divine 

service  at  Sydmonton,  expressed  his  intention  not  to  resume  the 
service  there  *'  until  the  Church  (so  called)  had  been  judicially 
decided  to  be  lawfully  consecrated.'* 

The  Appellant,  therefore,  has  committed  an  offence  against  the 
Common  Ecclesiastical  Law,  by  wilful  neglect  of  duty,  and  by 
wilful  disobedience  to  the  order  of  the  Bishop  directing  him  to 
perform  that  duty. 

In  his  act  or  protest,  the  Appellant  objected  to  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  upon  the  ground,  that  the  proceedings  should  have 
been  taken  (if  at  all)  under  the  1  &  2  Yict.  c.  106,  referring  to 
sects.  77  and  109  of  that  Act.  It  may  be  doubted  whether  the 
Act  referred  to  is  applicable  to  this  case.  "  By  the  77th  section  it 
is  provided,  that  whenever  the  Bishop  shall  see  reason  to  believe 
that  the  Ecclesiastical  duties  of  any  Benefice  are  inadequately 
performed,  it  shall  be  lawful  for  him  to  issue  a  Commission,  to  be 
constituted  in  the  manner  prescribed ;  and  if  the  Conmiissioners 
report  to  the  Bishop  that  in  their  opinion  the  duties  of  such 
Benefice  are  inadequately  performed,  he  may  require  the  spiritual 
person  holding  the  Benefice  to  appoint  a  Curate. 

And  the  109th  section  enacts,  that  in  every  case  in  which  juris- 
diction is  given  to  the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese,  or  to  any  Arch- 
bishop, under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  and  for  the  purposes 
thereof,  and  the  enforcing  the  due  execution  of  the  provisions 
thereof,  all  other  and  concurrent  jurisdictions  in  respect  thereof 
shall  wholly  cease ;  and  no  other  jurisdiction  in  relation  to  the 
provisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  used,  exercised,  or  enforced,  save 
and  except  such  jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop  and  Archbishop  under 
this  Act 

It  may  be  open  to  doubts  whether  the  shutting  up  one  of  two 
Churches  in  a  Parish  where  Divine  Worship  is  required  to  be  per- 
formed in  both,  comes  within  the  meaning  of  the  words,  inade- 
•    quate  performance  of  Ecclesiastical  duties,  and  can  be  dealt  with 
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as  falling  under  the  77th  section.    But  assuming  that  it  might,  if       J.  0. 
the  act  done  inYolves  an  Ecclesiastical  offence,  does  the  109th        1868 
section  of  the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  compel  the  Bishop  to  adopt  the  *    r^q^j 
course  pointed  out  by  the  Statute,  not  for  visiting  the  offence,  but  «^  ^• 
for  enforcing  the  proper  performance  of  the  duties  which,  by         or 

reason  of  the  offence,  have  been  inadequately  performed?    The        

words  of  the  109th  section  are,  '^  that  no  other  jurisdiction  in  rela- 
tion to  the  proyisions  of  this  Act  shall  be  used."  Therefore,  if  the 
Bishop  were  proceeding  to  compel  the  Appellant  to  appoint  a 
Curate,  he  must  have  pursued  the  course  prescribed  by  the  Act, 
and  have  issued  a  preliminary  Commission  of  inquiry.  But  his 
proceeding  being  for  an  offence  committed  by  the  Appellant 
against  the  Common  Ecclesiastical  Law,  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  is  not  taken  away  by  the  109th  section,  and  the  suit  is 
properly  instituted  under  the  Church  Discipline  Act. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Appellant  by  shutting 
up  the  Church  at  Sydmonion,  and  refusing  to  perform  Divine 
Service  there,  notwithstanding  the  mandate  of  the  Bishop,  has 
committed  an  Ecclesiastical  offence,  and  they  will,  therefore, 
humbly  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  that  the  sentence  of  the 
Arches  Court  should  be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  vdth 
costs. 

Proctors  for  the  Appellant :  Brooks  &  Co. 
Proctors  for  the  Respondent :  Moore  &  Currey. 


Vol.  n.  8 
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ISS  &  Co.  AIJD  OTHERS.  THE  OWNEBS  )    T 

ScBEW  Steamship  ^  BOSBTTA"     .  j      ^^'^'^^'^ ^^  > 


J.  0.*  •  JAMES  MOSS  &  Co.  aijd  others,  the  Owners 

1868  OF  the 

Nov.  28,  80.  ^'^ 

THE  AFEICAN  STEAM  SHIP  COMPANY,  ^ 
THE  Owners  of  the  Steamship  "CALA- 
BAK" 


Bespondents. 


THE  «  calabar." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

Ship  and  Shipping — CdUisum — Compulsory  Pilotage — Sole  reeporudfilUy  of  Pilat 

— Prorftce — Effect  of  not  adhering  to  appeal. 

In  a  case  of  collision  occasioned  by  a  Vessel  .under  compulsory  pilotage, 
where  no  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Master  and  crew  is 
proved,  the  Pilot  in  charge  is  solely  responsible,  and  the  Owners  are  exempt 
from  the  consequences  of  his  neglect  or  default. 

It  is  the  province  of  the  Pilot  in  giving  directions  for  the  navigation  of  a 
steam  Vessel  of  which  he  is  in  charge,  to  determine  the  rate  of  speed  at 
which  she  should  proceed. 

SembUy  the  Owners  of  the  Vessel  proceeded  against,  and  decreed  to  be  solely 
to  blame,  having  been  dismissed  from  the  suit  by  reason  of  the  Vessel  being  in 
charge  of  a  compulsory  Pilot ;  and  having  neither  appealed  from  the  decree 
nor  adhered  to  the  appeal  brought  by  the  Owners  of  the  Vessel  injured  (the 
Plaintiffs  in  the  Court  below),  cannot,  in  such  circumstances,  raise  the  ques- 
tions whether  their  Vessel  was  free  from  blame,  or  whether  both  Vessels  were 
equally  in  fault,  but  are  confined  to  the  points  raised  by  the  appeal, 
whether  the  Pilot  was  solely  to  blame,  or  whether  there  was  not  contributory 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  Master  and  crew  of  the  Vessel  causing  the 
damage. 

xHE  suit  in  which  this  appeal  was  brought  arose  out  of  a  colli- 
sion which  occurred  between  the  screw  steamship  Bosetta,  owned 
by  the  Appellants,  and  the  screw  steamship  CaHdhaTy  belonging 
to  the  Bespondents.  The  collision  occurred  at  about  a  quarter 
past  nine,  on  the  morning  of  the  2nd  of  January,  1867,  in  the 
river  Mersey,  near  the  entrance  to  the  Sandon  Basin.  The 
Cdlahar  was  on  a  voyage  from  West  Africa  to  Liverpool,  had 

'  *  Present : — Lobd  Chelhsfobd,  Sib  James  William  Colth^e,  The  Lobd 
Justice  Wood,  and  The  Lobd  Justice  Selwyn.  ' 
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arriyed  in  the  Mersey,  and  was  proceeding  np  the  river  in  charge       J.  0. 
of  a  duly  licensed  Liverpool  Pilot,  and  was  ahont  to  call  at  the        1868 
Euskisson  Dock  Pier  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining  where  she  was       |(^ 
to  be  berthed.    As  the  Calabar  approached  the  Huskision  Pier  „    .AjimoAir 
Head,  the  Bosetta  was  seen  to  be  coming  rapidly  out  of  the  Sandon    Steaiuhip 

Baein  into  the  river.    By  order  of  the  Pilot  the  engines  of  the        

Calabar  were  at  once  reversed  fall  speed,  and  her  helm  was  put  u  qalabab." 
hard  a-starboard,  but  a  collision  ensued,  the  Calabar  with  her  stem        — 
striking  the  Bosetta  with  her  starboard  side  about  midships. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  Appellants,  that  the  Bosetta  had  started 
to  come  out  of  the  Sandon  Basin  into  the  river,  with  her  engines 
at  full  speed,  without  anyone  on  board  of  or  belonging  to  her 
liaving  previously  made  any  attempt  to  ascertam  whether  by  so 
^oing  she  would  endanger  any  other  Vessel,  and  without  having 
noticed  the  proximity  of  the  Cdldbar.  The  defence  of  the  Be- 
spondents  was,  first,  that  the  Bosetta  was  wholly  in  f&ult ;  secondly, 
that  if  not  wholly  in  fault,  she  was  partially  in  fault ;  thirdly,  that 
the  Calabar  was  not  either  wholly  or  partially  in  fault ;  and  lastly, 
that  if  any  blame  was  to  be  attributed  to  the  Calabar,  such  blame 
was  solely  attributable  to  her  licensed  Pilot,  whom  by  comptdsion 
of  law  the  Respondents  had  taken  on  board,  upon  the  ground  that 
her  Master  and  crew  had  kept  a  sufficient  look-out,  and  promptly 
obeyed  the  orders  of  the  Pilot,  who  had  regulated  her  speed  and 
position  in  the  river,  and  otherwise  conducted  her  navigation. 

The  suit  was  heard  before  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court 
(The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  Bdbert  PhiUimore),  with  the  assistance  of  two 
of  the  Trinity  Masters,  and,  with  the  exception  of  one  witness,  who 
was  examined  before  an  Examiner,"all  the  witnesses  were  examined 
orally  in  open  Court,  and  on  the  18th  of  November,  1867,  the 
Judge,  having  consulted  with  the  Trinity  Masters,  pronounced 
the  damage  to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  sole  default  or  inca- 
pacity of  the  Pilot  of  the  Calabar,  and  as  the  employment  of  such 
Pilot  was  compulsory  by  law,  dismissed  the  Bespondents  from  the 
suit. 

From  this  decree  the  present  appeal  was  brought. 

.    Mr.  Butt,  and  Mr.  F.  Lushington,  for  the  Appellants, 

Submitted,  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  was  wrong,  and 

3  X2 
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J.  a       ought  to  be  reversed,  as  the  evidence  did  not  support  the  finding* 

1868        of  the  Court,  and  did  not  warrant  the  decree.    They  insisted  that, 

M088       on  an  examination  of  the  evidence,  it  shewed  negligence  on  the 

The  a'*         parts  of  the  Owners  of  the  CcUahar  or  their  servants  in  not  keeping 

STBAMflHip    a  good  look-out,  and  in  not  duly  reporting  the  BoseUa  to  the  Pilot,. 

*    and  in  not  duly  obeying  the  directions  of  the  Pilot,  and  they 

«  oalabab."  maintained,  that  the  Master  and  crew  were  further  to  blame  in 
""^  navigating  in  the  place  in  question  a  Vessel  alleged  to  have  been 
so  faulty  in  construction  that  she  would  not  properly  answer  her 
helm,  and  not  having  duly  informed  the  Pilot  of  the  peculiar 
difficulty  of  steering  their  Vessel ;  and  they  contended  that  the 
Calahar  at  the  time  of  the  collision  was  proved  to  have  had  head- 
way upon  her,  by  the  neglect  and  default  of  her  Master  and  crew,^ 
and  contrary  to  the  orders  of  the  Pilot. 

They  further  insisted,  that  the  Eespondents,  not  having  appealed 
from  the  decrd^,  or  adhered  to  the  appeal  now  brought,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  the  appeal  it  must  be  assumed  that  the  GaJahar  was  solely 
to  blame ;  and  that  the  only  question  was,  whether  the  negligence 
was  solely  and  entirely  that  of  the  Pilot  of  the  Calabar,  or  whether 
there  was  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  her  Master  or 
crew ;  and  that  the  Bespondents  were  not  at  liberty  to  argue  now 
that  there  was  no  fault  in  the  Calahar,  or  that  both  Vessels  were 
in  fault. 

Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  E.  C.  Clarkson,  for  the  Eespondents, 

Contended,  first,  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be 
affirmed,  on  the  ground  that  it  was  satisfactorily  proved  that  the 
collision  was  not  in  any  way  caused  or  contributed  to  by  the 
Master  or  crew  of  the  Caiahar,  but  that  it  was  occasioned  and 
brought  about  either  by  the  default  or^  incapacity  of  the  Pilot  on 
board  the  Calabar,  or  of  those  having  the  care  and  direction  of  the 
Bosetta;  that  the  Pilot  having  charge  of  the  Calahar  by  compul- 
sion of  law,  the  Bespondents  were  not  responsible  for  the  conse- 
quences of  his  default  or  incapacity,  if  any.  They  cited  and  relied 
on  The  lona  (1). 

Secondly:  They  submitted,  that  they  were  entitled,  notwith- 
standing they  had  not  appealed,  to  insist  that  the  CaJabar  was  in 

.  (1)  Law  Bep.  1  P.  a  426. 
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BO  respect  to  blame  for  the  collision,  and  that  if  any  blame  was  to       J.  C.  ' 
be  attributed  to  her,  the  Bosetta  was  equally  in  fault.  1868 

Sib  James  W.  Col  vile  : —  .  ^ 

The  Afrioan 

It  must  be  assumed  for  the  purpose  of  this  appeal,  and  their    Steamship 

Lordships  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the  fact,  that  the  Calahar  was       ' 

solely  to  blame  for  the  collision  in  question.  It  is,  however,  an  ,,  q^^  » 
admitted  hd  in  the  case,  that  she  was  then  in  charge  of  a  licensed  — 
Pilot;  it  being  compulsory  upon  the  Master  to  take  a  Pilot  in  the 
river  Mersey.  The  question,  therefore,  is  reduced  simply  to  that 
which  has  been  so  often  agitated  here  and  in  the  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty, whether  the  Master  and  crew  of  the  Calabar  have  sufficiently 
relieved  themselves  of  the  obligation  which  the  law  casts  upon 
them,  of  shewing  that  the  accident  was  due  solely  to  the  neglect 
of  the  Pilot,  and  that  there  was  qo  neglect  on  their  part ,  which 
contributed  or  conduced  to  that  accident  It  is  unnecessary  to 
go  into  the  cases  on  this  subject  They  were  recently  considered 
in  the  case  of  The  lana  (1)  at  this  Board,  and  to  the  law  as  there 
laid  down,  their  Lordships  wish  to  adhere. 

Now,  what  is  the  fault  which  the  decree  below  imputes  to 
the  Calabar  ?  It  is  that  the  Vessel  was  proceeding  at  a  far  greater 
speed  than  was  consistent  with  safety,  considering  the  circum- 
stances and  the  position  of  the  Yessel.  Their  Lordships  think 
that  that  conclusion  was  eight;  they  certainly  see  no  ground  for 
disturbing  the  decree  on  that  point,  supposing  it  were  open  to  the 
other  party  to  do  so.  There  was,  no  doubt,  conflicting  evidence  as 
to  the  rate  of  speed,  but  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  Master 
and  crew  of  the  Bo&eUa  was  confirmed  by  the  eyidence  of  three 
independent  witnesses.  But  on  this  part  of  the  case  it  is  only 
material  for  the  present  purpose  to  remark,  that  the  fault  thus 
found  is  prima  faeie  the  &ult  of  the  Pilot  For  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  Pilot,  in  giving  directions  for  the  navigation  of  the  Vessel, 
to  determine  the  rate  of  speed  at  which  she  should  proceed.  We 
have  then  to  consider,  whether  the  evidence  to  which  our  attention 
has  been  drawn  by  the  able  arguments  at  the  Bar,  discloses  any 
neglect  of  duty  on  the  part  of  the  Master  or  crew  of  the  Calabar, 
of  which  their  Lordships  can  fairly  predicate  that  it  was  negligence 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  426. 
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J.  0.  which  contributed  or  conduced  to  the  accident.    In  dealing  with 

1868  that  question,  we  must  assume  that  all  those  circumstances,  from 

^^  which  we  are  asked  to  infer  neglect  on  the  part  of  the  crew,  were 

TnAiu  ^^y  considered  by  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Court  below,  and 

Stbamship  that,  although  he  has  not  entered  at  length  into  his  reasons  for 

OoMPA2fT 

'    coming  to  that  conclusion,  he  did  in  fact  come  to  the  conclusion, 

^'OjojSab,''  ^^^  ^^  Master  and  crew  were  not  shewn  to  have  been  guilty  of 
"— .       any  negligence  which  would  aflfect  the  Owners  of  the  Calabar  with 
liability. 

The  argument  at  the  Bar  has  proceeded  upon  three  grounds. 
It  was  argued  first,  that  there  was  not  that  look-out  which  there 
ought  to  have  been  on  board  the  Calabar.  It  was  said,  in  par-^ 
ticular,  that  if  the  persons  charged  with  that  duty  had  exercised  a 
proper  degree  of  diligence  they  would  hare  seen  that  this  Vessel, 
the  Bosetta,  was  coming  out  of  the  Dock  when  they  were  crossing 
the  riyer,  and  would  have  given  notice  in  time  to  enable  the  Pilot 
to  manoeuvre  the  QdcAar  so  as  to  avoid  the  accident.  The  Ap* 
pellants'  Counsel  have  also  imputed  another  act  of  negligence  to 
the  look-out ;  but  having  regard  to  the  ground  upon  which  their 
Lordships  proceed,  that  point  will  apply  to  both  instances  of 
imputed  negligence.  Their  Lordships  have  consulted  the  Nautical 
Assessors  by  whom  they  are  assisted,  and  have  come  to  the  con* 
elusion  that  the  observation  of  the  Calabar  was  hardly  within  the 
proper  duty  of  the  look-out  men.  The^  are  stationed  to  see  what 
Vessels  or  obstacles  are  in  the  Channel ;  and  their  attention  is 
directed  rather  to  such  objects  than  to  what  is  taking  place  on  the 
shore.  We  are  not  prepared  to  impute  negligence  to  the  look-out, 
properly  so  called,  because  it  is  not  shewn  that  the  existence  of  this 
Vessel  in  the  basin,  with  its  blue-peter  flying,  was  made  known  by 
them  to  the  Pilot  on  the  bridge  before  the  time  at  which  he  and 
the  Master  are  proved  to  have  observed  it  We,  therefore,  think 
that  the  first  ground  taken  fails  to  establish  negligence  conducive 
to  the  accident  against  the  Master  or  crew  of  the  Calahar. 

The  third  point  taken  (and  we  will  take  it  before  the  second) 
was,  that  if  this  Vessel  wdre  really  of  so  eccentric  a  character  as 
to  steer  in  the  manner  to  which  we  shall  afterwards  revert,  that 
was  a  circumstance  which  should  have  been  made  known  to  the 
Pilot    Now,  we  are  not  prepared  to  affirm  that  there  was  any 
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J.O. 


extraordinary  eccentricity  in  the  Vessel ;  and,  as  far  as  the  eyi- 
denoe  goes,  it  seems  reasonable  to  presume  that  the  communication 


as  to  the  nature  of  the  screw,  which  the  Captain  of  the  Bosetta       ^^^ 
says  is  a  thing  generally  told  to  a  PUot  when  he  takes  charge  of  a  THKAroaAg 
screw-steamer,  was  made  to  this  Pilot.    In  one  part  of  his  eyidence    Compaxx. 
the  Pilot  himself  says  that  he  knew  what  the  nature  of  the  screw        x^ 
^as.  "  Caulbab.* 

We  come  now  to  the  second  point  taken,  being  that  which  was 
chiefly  insisted  upon  by  the  Appellants'  Counsel,  and  was  argued  with 
great  force  and  ability.  It  is  this : — ^the  witnesses  for  the  CkUcAar 
depose  that  the  order  giyen  by  the  Pilot  immediately,  or  shortly 
before  the  colUsion,  was  to  put  the  helm  hard  anstarboard.  It  is, 
neyertheless,  clear  upon  the  eyidence  that,  at  the  time  when  that 
order  is  said  to  haye  been  giyen  and  executed,  the  head  of  the 
Vessel  paid  ofif  to  starboard,  as  if  she  had  been  under  a  port  helm ; 
and  from  this  fact  the  Appellants  would  haye  their  Lordships  infer 
that  the  men  at  the  wheel  did  not,  in  fact,  obey  the  Pilot's  order, 
but  ported  when  they  should  haye  starboarded  the  helm.  The 
witnesses  for  the  Ocdabar  haye  sought  to  establish,  that  this  motion 
of  the  Vessel  on  a  starboard  helm  was  due  .to  the  reyersal  of  the 
engines,  and  the  consequent  action  of  the  screw. 

This  explanation  appears  to  their  Lordships  to  be  yery  unsatis- 
factory, because  we  must  take  it  on  the  eyidence  that  there  was  a 
considerable  way  upon  this  Vessel ;  and,  in  that  case,  there  seems 
to  be  no  reason  for  supposing  that  the  reyerse  action  of  the  screw 
would  preyent  the  yessel  from  answering  her  helm  in  the  ordinary 
way,  BO  long  as  there  was  way  upon  her.  We  haye,  howeyer,  the 
adyantage  of  being  assisted  by  Nautical  Assessors  who  haye  fully 
considered  the  eyidence  and  the  facts,  and  it  seems  to  them  and  to 
their  Lordships,  that  the  motion  of  the  Vessel  may  be  accounted 
for  consistently  with  the  eyidence  in  another  way.  If  the  fact  were 
incapable  of  explanation  except  upon  the  hypothesis  suggested  by 
the  Appellants'  Counsel,  we  should  be  driyen  to  the  painful  ne- 
cessity of  supposing  that  the  eyidence  giyen  on  the  part  of  the 
Calabar  is  altogether  and  wilfully  false,  and  that  either  the  order 
which  the  Pilot  swears  he  gaye,  and  the  other  witnesses  swear  he 
gaye,  was  not  giyen,  or  that  that  order  was  deliberately  disobeyed. 
That  it  should  haye  been  disobeyed — ^that  the  men  at  the  wheel 
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J.  0.        should  have  done  the  opposite  of  what  they  were  told  to  do— is 
1868       prima  facte  extremely  improbable.    The  following  view  of  the 
Moss       case  appears  to  their  Lordships,  upon  the  information  which  they 
THBAFBicijr  ^^^^  received  from  their  Assessors,  to  be  far  more  probable. 
Steamship       There  is  some  evidence  that  the  Vessel,  when  she  was  passinsr 
—       along  this  wall,  was  at  one  period  under  a  port-helm.    She  was 
"  Calabab."  going  faster  than  she  ought  to  have  gone.    She  must  have  been, 
in  their  Lordships'  view,  very  near  the  mouth  of  the  basin  when 
the  order  to  hard  a^starboard  was  given.    And  if,  as  was  suggested 
in  the  ai^ument,  she  was  then  seeking  to  run  past  the  mouth  of 
the  basin,  she  was  probably  more  under  the  influence  of  a  port- 
helm  than  the  Pilot  admits  her  to  have  been.    Their  Lordships 
are  informed  that,  in  such  circumstances,  some  time  would  elapse 
before  the  helm,  when  shifted,  would  act  on  a  Vessel  of  that  size, 
and  that,  therefore,  it  is  not  impossible  that  her  head  may  have 
gone  off  in  the  way  in  which  it  is  sworn  to  have  gone  off  by  almost 
all  the  witnesses,  although  the  order  hard  a-starboard  was  given 
and  obeyed.    In  that  state  of  things  the  Pilot  would  be  solely 
responsible  for  the  improper  navigation  of  the  Ship.    Their  Lord- 
ships, therefore,  are  unable  to  come  to  a  contrary  conclusion  to 
that  to  which  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below  came  to,  or  to 
hold  that  the  case  of  contributory  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
crew  has  been  made  out;  and,  seeing  no  sufficient  reason  for 
disturbing  the  decree  of  the  C!ourt  below,  they  must  follow  the 
ordinary  course,  and  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  decree 
be  affirmed,  and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Their  Lordships  desire  me  to  add  that,  although  that  point  may 
not  be  considered  to  have  been  fully  argued  before  them,  they 
have,  as  at  present  advised,  a  very  strong  opinion  that  it  would 
not  have  been  open  to  the  Eespondents,  who  have  not  adhered  to 
this  appeal,  to  raise  the  question  whether  the  Calabar  was  free 
from  fault,  or  whether  both  Vessels  were  in  fault 

Proctors  for  the  Appellants :  Pritehard  &  Sons. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents:   Oliverson,  Peacheyy  Denby,  dk 
Peaehey. 
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tEID,   OWNER  OF  THE  STEAM-  ) 

"ALICE" ^Appellant; 


JOHN  REID,   OWNER  OF  THE  STEAM- 
SHIP 


AND 

THE  ABERDEEN,  NEWCASTLE,  AND 
HULL  STEAM  COMPANY,  OT^TTERS 
OF  THE  STEAMSHIP  "PRINCESS 
AUCE 


Respondents. 


t» 


THE  "ALICE"  AND  THE  ** PRINCESS  ALICE." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

Appeal  involving  question  of  fact  only — Practice — Reluctance  (f  appeHaie  Court 

to  disturb  finding  of  Court  behw. 

Though  the  Judicial  Committee  will  not  lay  down  any  exclusive  rule  as 
to  appeals  from  judgments  of  the  Coiurt  below  upon  questions  which  are 
entirely  of  &ct8 ;  yet  they  are  most  reluctant  to  come  to  a  conclusion  different 
from  that  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below,  merely  on  a  balance  of  testimony ; 
the  Judge  having  had  the  opportunity  of  seeing  and  testing  the  conduct  and 
demeanour  of  the  witnesses. 

Where,  therefore,  in  a  cause  of  collision  in  which  the  evidence  was  en- 
tirely oral,  and  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below,  assisted  by  Trinity  Masters, 
determined  on  the  evidence  which  Vessel  was  in  fault,  and  decreed  damages 
accordingly:  the  Judicial  Committee  approving  the  finding,  affirmed  that 
judgment,  and  dismissed  the  appeal  with  costs. 

The  case  of  Tlie  Julia  (1),  where  the  same  principle  is  laid  down,  approved. 

X  HE  appeal  in  this  case  was  brought  from  an  interlocutory  decree 
of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty,  in  a  suit  and  cross  suit,  instituted 
respectively  by  the  Owners  of  the  AKee,  and  the  Owners  of  the 
Princess  Alice,  for  damages  claimed  by  each  against  the  other,  arising 
out  of  the  same  collision. 

As  the  pleadings  in  the  two  suits  raised  the  same  question,  the 
two  suits  were  heard  by  the  C!ourt  below  at  the  same  time  and 
upon  the  same  eyidence. 

The  collision  occurred  between  6.30  p.m.  and  7  p.m.,  on  the 

*  Present:  —  Lobd  CmsLicsFOBD,  Sib  Jamrs  William  Colyile,  The  Lobd 
Justice  Wood,  and  The  Lobd  Justice  Selwtn.  . 

(1)  14  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  210. 


J.  C* 
1868 

No9.  30. 


"Auob" 

Am>  THE 


AlJCB." 


246  CASES  IN  THE  PETVT  OOUNOIL,  [L.  IL 

J.  0.  15th  of  November,  1867,  in  the  river  Tyne,  at  or  about  a  place 
1868  called  the  Narrows.  The  Princess  Alice  was  coming  up,  and  the 
ij^  Alice  was  going  down  the  river.  Both  Vessels  had  the  usual  regu- 
^^    lation  masthead  and  coloured  side-lights  exhibited,  and  burning. 

The  case  on  the  part  of  the  Princess  Alice  was,  that  she  was  pro- 
ceeding, under  steam,  slowly  and  carefully  up  the  north  side  of  the 
river,  that  being  her  proper  side;  that  the  red  and  masthead 
lights  of  the  Alice  were  seen  on  the  port  bow,  and  at  the  distance 
of  about  a  quarter  of  a  mile  from  Hie  Princess  Alice  ;  that  the  helm 
of  the  Princess  Alice  was  ported,  and  that  upon  the  green  light  of 
the  Alice  coming  into  view,  the  engines  of  the  Princess  Alice  were 
stopped ;  but  the  Alice  with  her  stem  struck  the  Princess  Alice 
with  great  violence  on  her  port-midships,  doing  her  so  much 
damage  that  her  Master  was  compelled  to  run  her  ashore  to  save 
her  from  sinking.  The  Bespondents,  the  Owners  of  the  Princess 
AlicCf  alleged  the  collision  to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  im- 
proper navigation  of  the  Alice,  and  they  charged  the  Alice  with  four 
distinct  grounds  of  blame : — first,  with  not  having  navigated  on 
the  south  side  of  the  river ;  secondly,  with  having  omitted  to  duly 
port  her  helm ;  thirdly,  with  having  improperly  starboarded ;  and, 
fourthly,  with  having  improperly  neglected  to  slacken  her  speed 
or  to  stop  or  reverse  her  engines. 

The  Appellant,  the  Owner  of  the  Alice,  on  the  other  hand,  alleged 
that  the  Alice  was  keeping  as  close  along  the  south  shore  as  was 
practicable  ;  that  the  Princess  Alice,  instead  of  being  on  the  north 
side  of  the  river,  was  improperly  coming  up  on  the  south  side,  and 
even  further  over  to  that  side  than  the  Alice  herself  was,  and  that 
the  Princess  Alice  brought  about  the  collision  by  altering  her 
course  under  a  port  helm,  and  bringing  herself  across  the  bows  of 
the  Alice. 

With  the  exception  of  one  witness,  who  was  examined  and  cross- 
examined  before  an  Examiner  of  the  Court,  all  the  witnesses  were 
examined  orally  in  open  Court 

The  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  (The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Bobert 
PhMimore)  had  the  assistance  of  two  of  the  Elder  Brethren  of 
the  Trinity  Corporation,  and,  after  consulting  with  them,  by  his 
decree  pronounced  the  Alice  to  have  been  solely  to  blame  for  the 
collision. 
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'    The  Appellant  and  Bespondent  appealed  in  their  respective  soits^       j.  c. 
and  the  two  appeals  were  heard  together.  1868 


The  Qwen's  Advoeale  (Sir  Trwvera  Twisa,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  Butt,     «ajjcb*' 
for  the  Owner  of  the  Alice.  «*^m^m 

Aliob." 

Mr.  MUward,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Clarkson,  for  the  Owners  of  the       — 
Prineesa  Alice,  were  not  called  on  by  their  Lordships. 

The  case  of  The  Julia  (1)  was  referred  to. 

The  Lord  Justice  Wood: — 

In  the  course  of  the  argoment  on  this  case^  one  of  their  Lord- 
ships has  cited  the  decision  in  the  case  of  The  Jviia,  which 
laid  down  in  very  dear  and  precise  terms  the  course  that  this 
Oonunittee  thinks  it  right  to  take  with  reference  to  appeak  ttom 
decrees  of  the  Court  below  upon  matters  which  are  entirely  mat- 
ters of  fact.  If  this  Board  finds  that  in  the  C!ourt  below  there 
was  clear  and  distinct  evidence  upon  the  one  side,  and  possibly 
eyidenoe  which  the  Appellant  might  think  to  be  as  clear  and  dis- 
tinct on  the  other  side,  neyertheless,  if  the  Judge  in  the  Court 
below,  in  his  discretion,  haying  the  opportunity  of  seeing  the 
witnesses  and  observing  their  demeanour,  has  come,  on  the  balance 
of  testimony,  to  a  dear  and  decisive  conclusion,  those  who  under- 
take to  reverse  that  conclusion,  on  the  ground  that  the  Judge  has 
erred  in  giving  credence  to  the  one  class  of  witnesses  rather  than 
to  the  other,  undertake,  as  expressed  in  the  case  of  The  Julia,  an 
almost  impossible  task.  This  Committee  has  no  opportunity  of 
seeing  the  vdtnesses,  of  considering  in  what  respect  credence  should 
be  given  to  one  class  rather  than  the  other  from  the  mode  in  which 
their  evidence  has  been  given ;  and  it  would  have  to  perform  a 
duty  of  a  most  painful  character  if  it  were  not  merely  to  reverse 
the  decision  of  the  Judge  below  with  reference  to  the  finding  that 
he  has  come  to  adverse  to  the  Appellant,  but  had,  in  such  a  state 
of  circumstances,  to  do  that  which  would  be  a  necessary  corollary 
£rom  such  a  step,  viz.  to  give  a  deliberate  judgment  in  favour  of 
the  Bespondent,  without  the  same  means  of  ascertaining  the  real 

(1)  U  Mooi«*8  P.  C.  Cases,  210. 
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J.  C.  truth  as  was  possessed  by  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below.  Now,  it 
1868  is  of  course  not  wise  at  any  time  to  lay  down  rules  of  such  ex- 
Thb  treme  accuracy  of  definition  as  would  induce  a  Court  of  appeal 
to  hold  itself  bound  upon  any  future  occasion  to  a  fixed  and  de- 


Alicb" 


AND  THK 


PiiiKCBBfl    termined  line  which  cannot  be  overpassed  on  the  one  side  or  the 

Alicb."  - 

other.    We  have  had  to  consider  that  question  on  a  different 

subject  matter  in  the  course  of  this  very  day,  with  reference  to 
the  course  taken  by  this  Committee  as  to  the  augmentation  or 
diminution  of  the  amount  awarded  in  salvage  cases  (1).  A  useful 
line  has  been  drawn  by  that  case  with  reference  to  our  proceed- 
ings in  such  a  case  as  this,  viz.  that  it  requires  a  case  of  extreme 
and  overwhelming  pressure  to  induce  this  Committee  to  vary  &om 
the  decision  of  the  Court  below  as  to  the  amount  of  damage  with 
reference  to  salvage.  Still  such  a  case  may  occur;  this  Com- 
mittee has  only  recently  so  decided  in  a  similar  case  (2).  It  is 
just  possible  to  suppose  that  other  cases  might  occur  with  re- 
ference  to  this  very  question  of  evidence,  and  it  might  be  pos- 
sible to  shew  that  the  Judge  below  had  so  plcdnly,  manifestly, 
and  clearly  erred  upon  the  face  of  the  evidence  that  we  ought 
to  reverse  his  judgment.  But  it  is  not  shewn  on  the  face  of  the 
evidence  in  the  case  before  us,  either  from  the  character  of  the 
deposition  of  the  witness  whose  veracity  it  is  sought  to  impugn, 
or  from  what  we  find  recorded  upon  his  evidence,  that  his  testi- 
mony is  so  utterly  inconsistent  in  itself,  so  contrary  to  all  human 
probability,  that  a  Judge  must  have  been  guilty  of  error  who 
could  give  credit  to  a  witness  of  such  a  character. 

But^  on  the  contrary,  what  we  are  asked  to  do  is  this, — we  are 
asked  to  reverse  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  in  a  case  in  which 
the  principle  established  by  the  decision  in  The  Julia  (3),  is  most 
singularly  applicable,  because  the  learned  Judge,  finding  a  confiict 
of  testimony,  as  unfortunately  in  most  of  these  cases  of  collision 
there  must  always  be,  has  relied  very  strongly  on  the  evidence  of 
a  Pilot,  a  witness  of  the  name  of  William  Young,  and  has  thus 
characterised  that  witness's  evidence.  He  says,  he  has  had  the 
assistance  of  the  Elder  Brethren  of  the  Trinity  House,  and  he 
gives  it  as  the  joint  opinion  of  those  Gentlemen  and  of  himself, 

(1)  The  Chetahy  ante,  p.  205,  and  (2)  TTie  Calabar,  ante,  p.  238. 

see  The  England,  post,  p«  253.  (3)  14  Moore'g  P.  C.  Coaes,  210. 
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"  that  WiUiam  Yotmff,  the  witness  from  the  Tug  Mary  Usher,  whose       J.  0. 

evidence  has  been  very  much  discussed,  proves  that  the  Princess        isea 

Alice  was  running  up  on  the  north  side  of  the  channel.    It  has        ^^ 

been  very  properly  admitted  that  this  witness  gave  his  evidence     "^^^<^*^  , 

in  a  manner  which  entitled  him  to  the  credence  of  the  Court:    "Princess 

and  he  proves,  in  my  opinion,  beyond  all  controversy,  that  the 

Mary  Usher  came  up  on  the  north  of  the  mid-channel,  with  the 

Princess  Alice  between  her  and  the  north  shore,  as  far  as  the 

Middle  Scarp  Sand,  and  that  there  the  Tug  passed  ahead,  and  was 

proceeding  onwards  up  the  river.    He  says  also,  that  he  looked 

back,  and  saw  the  collision,  and  that  the  Princess  Alice,  at  the 

time  of  the  collision,  was  still  to  the  northward  of  the  mid-channeL 

He  gave  strong  evidence  also  to  this  effect :  that  the  Mary  Usher 

having  passed  the  Alice,  he  observed  that  she  altered  her  course, 

and  came  across  towards  the  north  shore.    He  said  that  his  belief 

was,  that  those  on  board  the  Alice  had  not  seen  the  Princess  Alice, 

and  that  their  attention  was  occupied  with  the  Dredgers  and 

Hoppers  which  were  on  the  south  shore."    Therefore,  the  learned 

Judge  tells  us,  that  this  is  a  witness  who  is  not  only  unconnected 

with  the  case,  but  a  vdtness  who  has  given  his  evidence  in  a 

manner  peculiarly  entitling  him  to  credence  in  the  opinion  of  the 

learned  Judge  and  his  Assessors;  and,  indeed,  he  says  (and  we 

have  no  reason  to  suppose  that  it  is  in  any  way  an  error)  that 

he  was  admitted  so  to  have  given  his  evidence.    If  that  be  so, 

we  entirely  concur  in  the  observation  of  the  learned  Judge,  that 

the  evidence  of  that  witness  may  properly  be  applied  to  turning 

the  llialance  of  the  conflicting  evidence,  such  as  it  may  be,  upon 

the  rest  of  the  case.    He  has  been  worthily  adopted  as  a  witness 

of  credit,  whose  evidence  ought  materially  to  assist  the  Judge  in 

coming  to  the  conclusion  which  he  came  to,  founding  it  in  a  great 

measure  undoubtedly  upon  that  person's  evidence.    Have  we  then 

been  shewn  anything  in  his  evidence  which,  to  our  minds,  makes 

it  clearly  erroneous  that  such  weight  should  have  been  given  to 

the  evidence  of  that  particular  witness?    Does  not  his  evidence,  if 

believed,  prove  the  case  ?    Clearly  and  manifestly  it  does,  because 

his  evidence  is  to  this  effect,  that  he  himseK  was  somewhere  about 

mid-channel,  or  slightly  on  the  north  side  of  the  river,  being  in  a 

Tug  called,  the  Mary  Usher,  which  was  so  situated  because  it  had 
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J.  0.  been  lookmg  out  for  a  job  at  the  time  when  the  Prineess  Alice  was 
1868  coming  up ;  he  had  fonnd  that  the  Prineesa  Alice  was  in  the  hands 
Xhb       of  a  certificated  Pilot,  and  did  not  want  his  assistance  as  a  Pilot ; 

AMDraB     ^^^  ^®  ^^^  ^*  ^®  *^®^  ^®^*  ^^'  ^^®  ^^^  alongside,  as  it  were, 
''Pbinoub    of  the  Princess  Alice,  but  finding  that  she  went  slower  than  he 

was  desirous  of  doing,  or,  rather,  than  the  Tug  was  desirous  of 

doing,  for  he  does  not  appear  to  have  been  in  command  of  the  Tug, 

the  Tug  went  ahead ;  but  at  the  same  time,  he  says,  up  to  the 

time  of  his  going  ahead,  the  Princess  Alice  was  on  the  north  side 

of  him,  and  dearly  on  the  north  side  of  the  mid-channel,  and  in 

her  proper  position.    Now,  is  he  not  confirmed  in  that  ?    It  is 

curious  enough  that^^he  witness  Beidy  speaking  of  a  Vessel  which 

he  does  not  name,  but  which  clearly  is,  and  was  stated  by  the  Queen's 

Advocate  to  be,  the  Mary  Usher  in  which  Young  was — says  that 

the  Tug  which  then  passed  him  was  on  the  north  or  proper  side  of 

the  river,  and  was  proceeding  in  her  proper  course.    The  Captain 

of  the  Alice,  himself,  also  described  the  Mary  Usher  as  coming  up 

about  the  same  time ;  therefore,  it  is  plain  that  she  was  on  the  right 

side  of  the  riyer,  and  that  the  Princess  Alice  was  to  the  north  of  her, 

and,  if  we  may  use  such  an  expression,  more  in  her  right  place 

than  the  other.    Well,  that  being  so,  it  is  said,  how  came  he  to  be 

so  near  as  to  be  capable  of  giving  the  exact  account  which  he  does 

of  this  collision  ?    Of  course,  it  is  a  remark  fit  and  proper  to  be 

made  on  all  occasions  with  reference  to  observations  made  by 

strangers,  that  you  must  have  some  sort  of  explanation  as  to 

what  it  is  that  causes  them  to  take  notice  of  a  matter  which 

by  itself  would  be  uninteresting  to  them,  such  as  the  position 

of  the  other  Vessel.    But  this  witness  gives  you  abundant  reason 

for  having  taken  this  notice,  because  he  had  advanced  but  a  very 

little  way,  and  the  Captain  says,  that  the  Mary  Usher  passed  him 

when  they  were  close  to  the  Dredgers ;  therefore,  the  Alice  was 

near  the  Dredgers,  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  which  the  accident 

happened  at  the  time  she  was  passed  by  the  Mary  Usher,  and  the 

Mary  Usher  cannot  have  got  very  far  before  the  collision  took 

place ;  and  this  witness  gives  a  very  suitable  and  proper  reason 

for  seeing  so  much  of  it  as  he  did,  for  he  says :  ^*  When  I  felt  that 

a  collision  was  likely  to  take  place,  from  noticing  these  Vessels,  I 

immediately  had  the  Tug  I  was  in  first  stopped  and  then  backed, 
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IB  order  that  I  might  be  of  use  in  saying  life,  in  the  event  of  any       J.  0. 
such  collision  occurring/'    What  could  be  more  natural,  and  what        1868 
could  be  a  more  proper  and  reasonable  account  to  giye  of  his       ths 
making  the  observation  he  did  ?*   Then  by  that  operation  he  was     \^^ 
brought  so  near,  that  there  can  no  longer  be  any  doubt  of  his 
having  had  abundant  facilities  for  seeing  what  took  place.    He 
then  gives  a  reason  for  what  afterwards  did  take  place,  which 
meets  the  observation  of  the  Queen's  Advocate  as  to  the  improba- 
bility of  this  man's  evidence.     He  explains  the  cause  of  the  Alice 
passing  out  of  her  course,  and  throwing  her  head  across  the  river 
towards  the  north,  and  so  going  on  her  wrong  side  at  the  time  of 
the  collision.     His  remark  is  this :  ''  I  think  she  did  not  see  the 
Princess  Alice  Steamer."    Now,  it  is  a  curious  thing  that  the  Cap- 
tain of  the  Alice,  in  giving  his  evidence  as  to  what  he  saw  after  the 
Mary  Usher  had  passed,  and  on  being  asked  when  it  was  that  he 
first  saw  the  Princess  Alice,  gives  this  account.    He  says,  '*  I  saw 
some  lights ;"  and  then  Mr.  Bvtt  asks,  '^  What  did  you  take  those 
lights  to  be  ?    A.  K  Steamer's  lights. — Q.  Any  particular  sort  of 
Steamer?     A.  The  Steamer  attending  on  the  Hoppers  at  the 
Dredgers. — Q.  Did  you  see  any  Hoppers  ?    A.  Yes,  there  were 
two  Hoppers. — Q.  Where  were  the  two  Hoppers?    A.  Alongside 
of  the  Dredger."    Therefore,  he  really  indirectly  corroborates  this 
observation  of  Younff,  in  itself  not  an  unnatural  one  to  make. 
Nobody  would  run  across  the  river  if  they  had  seen  a  Steamer;  of 
course  nobody  wished  to  occasion  a  collision  or  a  disaster  of  this 
description ;  but  he  says,  ''  I  do  not  think  he  saw  her ;"  and  what 
turns  out  to  be  the  case  is  this,  the  Captain  is  giving  his  own 
account  of  it : — On  first  seeing  the  Princess  Alice,  he  did  not  take 
her  to  be  a  Vessel  coming  up  the  river  with  which  he  was  likely  to 
come  into  collision ;  but,  judging  by  his  eye,  he  thought  it  was  a 
Tug  in  attendance  on  the  Hoppers,  and  not,  therefore,  in  the  position 
of  the  Princess  Alice,  which  was  navigating  and  coming  up  the 
river.    We  mention  these  things,  as  shewing  that  so  far  from  any 
ground  having  been  laid  to  lead  their  Lordships  to  conclude  that 
the  Judge  has  erred  in  trusting  to  Tounff,  because,  on  the  tsLce 
of  his  evidence,  it  is  inconsistent  and  improbable,  and,  therefore, 
not  such  evidence  as  on  the.  very  face  of  it  ought  to  be  trusted  to, 
it  appears  that  all  the  collateral  circumstances,  as  far  as  we  have 


AUOB." 


252  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  R* 

J.  0.       other  evidence  in  the  case,  tend  rather  to  assist  and  corroborate  the 
1868        '^ew  taken  by  the  learned  Judge  as  to  Taung^s  evidence.    And 
^[^        I  may  say,  in  conclusion,  that  the  map  which  was  proved  by 
"  Alicb"     Mopper,  and  which  has  been  laid  before  us,  shewing  the  position  of 
'<  Pbincess    the  Vessels  immediately  after  the  accident,  tends  exactly  to  the 
same  conclusion;  because,  as  has  been  observed  by  one  of  their 
Lordships,  it  is  di£Scult  to  see  how  such  a  state  and  position  of  the 
vessels  could  have  been  brought  about  upon  any  such  theory  as 
that  presented  to  our  minds  by  the  Appellants,  whereas  it  is  en- 
tirely consistent  with  that  presented  by  the  Eespondents. 

But,  in  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships,  the  principal  point  upon 
which  we  should  rest  our  decision  is  this,  that  following  the  doc- 
trine laid  down  in  the  case  of  2%6  JtUia  (1),  we  should  be  most  un- 
willing to  come  to  a  conclusion  different  firom  that  of  the  Judge  of 
the  Court  below  merely  upon  a  balance  of  testimony ;  and  on  its 
being  afiSrmed  by  the  Appellant  that  the  testimony  ought  not  to 
have  been  credited  by  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below.  He  had  an 
opportunity  of  testing,  in  the  most  ample  manner,  the  conduct  and 
demeanour  of  the  witnesses ;  and  we  should  require  evidence  that 
would  be  overpowering  in  its  effect  on  our  judgment  with  reference 
to  the  incredibility  of  the  statements  made  by  any  witness,  and  the 
general  testimony  to  which  credit  has  been  so  given,  before  we 
could  venture  to  come  to  a  conclusion  not  only  in  favour  of  an 
Appellant  in  a  case  of  this  kind,  but  of  course  a  conclusion  adverse 
to  a  Bespondent ;  thus  inflicting  on  the  Bespondent  a  loss  occa- 
sioned by  the  Board  coming  to  a  conclusion  different  from  that 
which  was  come  to  on  evidence,  as  to  the  value  of  which  we  have 
not  the  same  fiEicilities  and  means  of  forming  a  judgment  as  were 
possessed  by  the  learned  Judge  who  decided  in  the  first  instance. 

It  is,  therefore,  our  opinion  that,  we  must  advise  Her  Majesty,  in 
this  case,  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 
and  to  dismiss  the  appeal  of  the  Alice  with  costs. 

Proctor  for  the  Appellant :  G,  €.  Bing. 
Proctors  for  the  Bespondents :  Boihery  d:  Co. 

(1)  14  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  210. 
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THE  "ENGLAND." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTY. 

Shipping — Salvage  services — Amou7it  atvarded — Discretion  of  Judge,  on  appeal 

not  in  general  interfered  with. 

In  reviewing  decisions  in  salvage  suits  in  respect  of  the  sums  allotted  bj 
the  Admiralty  Court  for  salvage  services,  where  there  is  more  than  one  salving 
Vessel,  the  Judicial  Committee,  adhering  to  the  rule  laid  down  in  The  Clor- 
risse  (1)  and  The  Neptune  (2),  will  not,  unless  under  strong  circumstances, 
interfere  with  the  judicial  discretion  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below. 

IN  the  Admiralty  Court,  the  Appellants,  the  Owners  of  the  Steam- 
tugs  Knight  Templar  and  Royal  Arch,  sued  the  ship  England,  her 
freight  and  cargo,  for  salvage  services. 

The  following  facts  respecting  the  salvage  services  were  proved 
at  the  hearing : — 

The  England  was  an  iron  screw-steamship,  about  376  feet  in 
length,  and  2,249  tons  net,  and  2,596  tons  gross  burthen,  and 
having  a  heavy  cargo  on  board.  She  was  drawing  twenty-one 
feet  nine  inches.  The  value  of  the  Ship,  freight,  and  cargo  was 
£122,820.  A  gale  caught  a  Tug  called  the  Phoenix  on  her  port 
bow  as  she  was  towing  the  England  out  of  the  Wellington  into  the 
Sandon  Basin,  in  the  River  Mersey,  and  blew  the  Tug  out  of  posi- 
tion, and  she  fell  against  the  hawser  that  was  passed  from  the  bow 
of  the  England  to  the  pier,  and  carried  away  her  funnel,  masts,  and 
rigging,  and  drifted  disabled  into  the  Wellington  Basin,  Shortly 
afterwards  the  hawser  from  the  England^s  bow  broke,  and  the  Ship 
drilted  to  the  eastern  part  of  the  Sandon  Basin,  and,  after  attempts 

*  Present: — Lord  Chelusfobd,  Sik  James  Williau  ColvilBi  The  Lord 
•Justice  Paqb  Wood,  and  The  Lord  Justice  Selwtk. 

(1)  12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  340.  (2)  12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  846. 
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J.  C.  to  hold  her  had  failed,  she  finally  got  fixed  in  an  angle  across  the 
1868  north-east  comer  of  the  Sandan  Basin,  with  her  head  against 
•X^  ,  the  HiAskman  JDock  entrance,  and  her  stem  across  the  entrance 
''EyoLAWP."  ^  j^Q  Sandon  Doek,  having  thus  the  whole  of  the  gale  on  her 
port  side,  which  held  her  fast  in  the  position  into  which  she  had 
fallen.  There  being  no  Tugs  there  at  that  time  to  render  her 
any  assistcmce,  and  the  tide  having  commenced  to  ebb,  an  attempt 
was  made  to  get  her  into  the  Sandon  Dock  stern  first  by  means  of 
the  hydraulic  capstan.  This  attempt  failed,  and  Eockets  were 
then  sent  up,  and  blue  lights  burnt  as  signals  of  distress  for  Steam- 
tugs.  Nothing  but  Steam-tug  assistance  could  then  extricate  the^ 
England  from  the  position  she  was  in. 

The  Steam-tug  BocMight  came  first ;  but  she  could  not  render 
any  assistance,  and  got  out  of  position.  The  Tug  Retriever  came^ 
next,  and  made  fast  to  the  England  ;  but  she  could  do  nothing  by 
herself,  and  got  out  of  position.  The  Knight  Templar  was  the 
next  Tug  that  came;  and  she  got  hold  of  the  Betriever,  and 
eventually  these  two  Tugs  got  the  England  partly  away  from  her 
position  against  the  wall  previously  described.  Before,  however,^ 
venturing  into  the  river,  the  Boydl  Arch  was  made  fast  to  the 
Knight  Templar,  to  prevent  the  other  Tugs  being  swept  down  the 
river  by  the  strong  ebb  tide,  and  to  give  additional  power  to  the 
towing  of  the  England.  The  three  Tugs  brought  the  England  safely 
out  of  the  Basin  into  the  Eiver  at  about  one  hour  and  a  quarter's  ebb, 
when  there  was  only  just  sufficient  water  to  float  the  ship.  If  she 
had  not  been  got  out  then  she  would  have  grounded  in  the  Basin. 

It  was  alleged  that,  if  the  England  had  grounded  while  lying  in 
an  angle  across  the  north-east  corner  of  the  Sandon  Basin,  or  while 
coming  out  of  the  Basin,  she  would  in  all  probability  have  broken 
her  back.  She  certainly  would  have  sustained  considerable  strain* 
ing  and  twisting,  and  might  have  much  damaged  herself  and  in- 
jured her  cargo.  The  Steam-tug  Knight  Templar  ran,  it  was  said, 
considerable  risk  of  damage  while  in  the  Basin,  and  in  coming  out 
in  such  a  sea  and  gale,  and  with  such  a  tide,  having  little  steerage 
way  on  her. 

The  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  (The  Eight  Hon.  Sir 
Bobert  PhiUimore)  awarded  to  the  Appellants  for  their  services  the 
sum  of  £80. 
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The  Appellants  appealed  against  the  decree  of  the  Court  below,  J.  a 

on  the  ground  that  the  amount  awarded  was  inadequate  for  the  iaB8 
services  rendered. 


«( 


Mr.  A^ndU,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  F.  Lushinsfton,  for  the  Appellants, 
contended. 

That  the  AppeUants,  by  their  Tugs  and  their  own  skilful  per- 
sonal services,  had  rescued  property  to  the  value  of  £122,820,  from 
a  position  of  great  and  imminent  danger ;  that  they  were  under  no 
duty  to  render  service  to  the  England,  but  acted  as  Yolunteers  on 
salvage  terms,  and  that,  if  their  services  had  proved  unsuccessful, 
they  would  have  had  no  claim  for  reward,  neither  could  they  have 
recovered  for  any  damage  the  Tugs  might  have  sustained  in  their 
endeavours  to  render  assistance ;'  and  they  urged  that^  as  the  build- 
ing of  large  Steam-tugs  for  salvage  services,  and  keeping  them 
always  in  readiness,  is  attended  with  great  expense,  it  was  for 
the  interest  of  maritime  commerce  that  such  enterprise  should  be 
encouraged  by  liberal  remuneration  for  salvage  services,  if  success^ 
fully  performed  by  such  Tugs ;  and  that  the  award  decreed  by  the 
Court  b^low  was  in  point  of  amount  inconsistent  with  the  principles 
and  practice  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  like  cases.  They  cited 
and  relied  on  The  Saratoga  (1). 

Mr.  MUwardy  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  E.  0.  Clarkson,  for  the  Eespondents, 
were  not  called  on. 

The  Lord  Justice  Selwyk  : — 

Their  Lordships  had  occasion  so  very  recently  to  consider  the 
principles  upon  which  this  Board  acts  in  reviewing  the  decisions 
of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below,  in  respect  of  sums  allotted  for  , 
salvage  services,  that  it  would  be  quite  unnecessary  to  go  again 
through  the  authorities.  But  their  Lordships  think  it  material  to 
observe  that,  in  the  judgment  which  was  pronounced  yesterday  (2), 
it  was  not  the  intention  of  this  Board  to  enunciate,  nor  in  terms  did 
they  enunciate,  any  new  principle ;  but  that  judgment  consisted 
mainly  of  a  citation  of  the  previously  existing  authorities,  and  to 
those  authorities,  then  and  now,  their  Lordships  are  detexmiaed  to 

(1)  Lush.  318.  ,         (2)  Bee  The  Chetah,  ante,  p.  205. 
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J.  C.        adhere.     It  is  unnecessaiy  to  refer  to  them  at  any  length,  but  there 
1868        are  two  principal  ones  in  the  twelfth  yolnme  of  Moore^s  Priyy 
The        Council  Cases^  pp.  340,  346, — The  darissCy  and  The  Neptune.    In 
"EvQLAKD.*'  ^g  latter  case,  Lord  Kinffsdown^  in  expressing  the  opinion  of  this 
Board,  says,  "  It  is  a  settled  rule,  and  one  of  great  utility,  parti- 
cularly with  reference  to  cases  of  this  description,  that  the  differ- 
ence  ought  to  be  very  considerable  to  induce  a  Court  of  appeal  to 
interfere  upon  a  question  of  mere  discretion."    That  which  we, 
therefore,  hare  to  determine  is,  whether  it  is  right  in  the  present 
case  for  us  to  interfere  with  the  judicial  discretion  which  has  been 
exercised  by  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below  ? 

Now,  it  has  been  justly  obseryed,  that  we  haye  first  to  consider 
the  position  of  danger  and  di£Sculty  in  which  the  property  that 
was  rescued  was  at  the  time ;  and  in  the  argument  it  has  been 
contended,  that  this  Ship,  the  England,  was  in  a  position  of  very 
great  difficulty  and  danger,  and  the  case  of  The  Saratoga  (1)  has 
been  cited  as  an  analogous  case.  Their  Lordships  think  that  case  is 
very  useful  by  way  of  contrast  to  the  present  case ;  because  here, 
although  there  was  no  doubt  a  gale  of  some  yiolence  blowing  (the 
witnesses  differed  as  to  the  extent),  it  must  always  be  remiBmbered 
that  this  Ship  was  a  Ship  with  its  own  steam-power  perfectly  ready 
to  be  exercised — a  Ship  in  a  condition  to  go  to  sea,  which  had  met 
with  no  casualty  whatever,  and  which  was  not  only  within  the 
harbour  and  within  the  river,  but  actually  within  the  Sandon 
Basiny  no  doubt  in  a  position  of  considerable  difficulty.  There- 
fore, it  may  fairly  be  said  she  was  in  a  position  which  might  expose 
her  to  some  considerable  risk  of  detention,  and  possibly  to  some 
risk  of  loss,  by  straining  or  otherwise ;  but  she  was  not^  by  any 
means,  in  the  position  in  which  The  Saratoga  was,  that  having  been  a 
Ship  which  was  in  a  dismasted  and  crippled  condition.  It  is  ad- 
mitted here,  that  if  she  had  once  got  her  head  in  the  proper  direc- 
tion to  the  entrance  into  the  river,  she  would,  by  means  of  her 
own  unaided  steam-power,  have  been  able  to  proceed  upon  her 
voyage. 

Then  we  have  to  consider  the  amount  of  risk.  We  are  told  in 
the  argument  that  these  Steam-tugs  were  rendering  services  of 
danger  and  peril  to  themselves.    Their  Lordships  have  consulted 

(1)  Liuh.  318. 
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the  Nautical  Assessors  upon  this  subject,  and  their  opinion  entirely  J.  c. 
concurs  with  that  which  their  Lordships  had  formed  for  themselves  ises 
on  the  evidence,  namely,  that  the  Tugs  on  this  occasion  incurred  no  5^' 
danger  and  no  peril.  It  appears  that  one  Tug  had  already  entered  "  Englahd/' 
into  an  engagement  to  liberate  this  Vessel,  and  by  reason  of  an 
accident  which  occurred  to  that  Vessel  in  the  peculiar  circum- 
stances in  which  she  was  placed,  she  had  lost  her  funnel  and  her 
mast;  but  the  other  Tugs  had  merely  come  through  the  open 
entrance  into  the  Basin,  and  then  endeavoured  to  liberate  the  Eng- 
land from  the  position  in  which  she  was.  It  appears  that  a  bargain 
was  actually  made  with  one  of  these  Vessels,  the  RocTdight — ^a 
number  of  them  having  been  collected  together  by  the  signals 
which  had  been  sent  up — to  perform  that  very  service ;  and  there 
was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  BocJdight  was  unable  or  unwil- 
ling to  perform  that  very  service,  which  is  called  a  service  of  peril 
and  danger,  but  which  in  our  opinion  was  neither  perilous  nor 
dangerous,  for  a  sum  of  £20 ;  but  by  the  superior  skill  or  good 
fortune  of  the  Knight  Templar,  the  BocUight  was  anticipated  by 
the  Knight  TemplaVf  and  the  Knight  Templar,  with  the  assistance 
of  the  Boyal  Arch,  which  performed  a  comparatively  trifling  ser- 
vice, succeeded  in  towing  this  Vessel  in. 

We  think,  therefore,  considering  the  position  in  which  the  Eng- 
land was  at  the  time,  considering  that  the  services  rendered  by  the 
Tugs  were  rendered  in  what  may  be  called  the  ordinary  course  of 
their  business,  and  rendered  in  a  manner  which  exposed  them  to 
no  danger  or  difficulty,  there  is  nothing  whatever  to  induce  this 
Board  to  believe  that  the  sum  which  was  awarded  by  the  learned 
Judge  was  other  than  a  reasonable  remuneration  for  the  services 
rendered.  And  then,  when  we  consider  the  principle  already  re- 
ferred to,  that  the  difference  ought  to  be  very  considerable  to  induce 
a  Court  of  appeal  to  interfere  on  a  question  of  mere  discretion,  we 
think  there  is  no  foundation  for  this  appeal,  and  that  it  is  our  duty 
to  advise  Her  Majesty  to  affirm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below, 
and  to  dismiss  the  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Neiheraole  &  Speechly, 
Proctors  for  the  Bespondents :  ToUer  cfe  Sons. 


268  CASES  m  THE  PBIVY  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 


J.  c  *      THE  EEV.  CHAKLES  ALFRED  JENKINS,  \ 
M68           CLERK,  AND  THE  ATTORNEY-GENERAL     Appellants. 
OF  BERMUDA J 


Dee.  7. 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  CHANCERY  OF  THE  BERMUDA 

ISLANDS. 

Idanda  of  Bermuda — English  Church — Crown  Benefice,  Presentation  to — Induc- 
tions— Court  of  Chancery — Bermuda  Act,  1814,  sec,  29 — Writ,  de  vi  laicd 
removendd. 

The  iasulDg  of  the  Writ,  de  vi  laicd  removendd,  from  the  Common  Law  side 
of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England  has  fallen  into  desuetude,  as  the  same 
relief  can  be  given  by  Injunction  in  a  case  of  obstruction  to  the  induction  of 
a  party  to  a  Benefice,  to  restrain  all  interference  therewith. 

The  Bermuda  Act  of  1814,  sec.  29,  by  which  jurisdiction  is  conferred  on 
the  Court  of  Chancery  of  the  Islands,  with  power  "  to  examine,  hear,  judge, 
determine,  and  decree  all  matters,  causes,  and  things  whatever,  as  fully  and 
amply  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever  as  the  High  Court  of  Chancery 
in  England  may  or  can  do,"  does  not  necessarily  confer  on  that  Court  the 
power  to  issue  such  a  Writ. 

/Orders  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  of  Bermuda  refusing  to  issue  a  Writ,  de 
vi  laicd  removendd,  affirmed  on  appeaL 

IN  this  case  special  leave  to  appeal  from  two  Orders  of  the  Court 
of  Chancery  of  the  Bermuda  Islands  was  granted  by  the  Judicial 
Committee.  By  these  Orders  an  application  made  by  the  Appel- 
lant, C.  A.  Jenkins,  a  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders  of  the  United  Church 
of  JEnffland  and  Ireland,  for  a  Writ,  de  vi  laicd  removendd,  to  be 
issued  to  the  Provost-Marshal-General  to  remove  any  opposition 
that  might  be  offered  to  his  being  inducted  to  the  Parish  Church 
of  8mn£h  in  the  Islands,  under  a  mandate  issued  by  the  Commissary 
of  the  Bishop  of  Newfofmdland,  was  refused,  on  the  ground  of 
want  of  jurisdiction  to  issue  such  Writ. 

The  proceedings  which  gave  rise  to  the  application  were  these : — 
On  the  9th  of  January,  1867,  Lieut.  Governor  Hamlet/,  the  then 
Acting  Governor  of  the  Bermuda  Islands,  in  exercise  of  the 
authority  conferred  upon  him  by  the  Commission  and  Royal  In- 
structions, by  a  letter  of  presentation  addressed  to  the  Bishop  of 
Newfoundtaiid,  or,  in  his  absence,  to  the  Rev.  C.  P.  Knight  Coomhe, 

*  Present: — ^Lobd  Chelmsford,  Sib  James  William  Col  vile.  Sir  Edward 
Vaughan  Williams,  and  Sir  Robert  PmLLiMORE. 
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his  acting  Ecclesiastical  Commissary  within  and  for  the  Islands,        J.  0. 
presented  the  Appellant,  Jenhina,  for  admission  and  institution        1S68 
to  the  then  yacant  Bectory  of  the  Parish  Churches  of  Smith  and     Eo^hs 
SamUton,  situate  in  the  Islands,  with  the  rights,  members,  and     J"wuire, 
appurtenances  thereof,  and  on  the  17th  of  that  month  the  acting 
Commissary  of  the  Bishop  admitted  and  instituted  the  Appellant, 
Jenkins^  to  the  Bectory,  and  addressed  a  mandate,  or  letter,  to  the 
Bey.  Joseph  Frazer  LiffMbourn,  authorizing  and  instructing  him  to 
induct  the  Appellant  to  the  Bectory.    Accordingly,  on  the  9th  of 
February,  1867,  the  Bey.  /.  JP.  Lighfboum  inducted  the  Appellant 
into  the  Parish  Church  of  HamiUony  and  proceeding  thence  to  the 
Parish  Church  of  Smith  for  a  similar  purpose,  was  met  by  a  large 
body  of  laymen,  who,  by  a  display  of  physical  force  and  actual 
yiolence,  preyented  the  induction  of  the  Appellant  to  that  Church, 
from  which  he  had  eyer  since  been  excluded,  the  doors  haying  been 
closed  against  him  wheneyer  he  presented  himself  there. 

On  the  23rd  of  February,  1867,  the  Appellant,  Jenkins,  moyed 
the  Court  of  Chancery  of  Bermuda  for  a  Writ,  de  vi  laica  rem(h 
^enddy  to  remoye  any  opposition  by  force  of  laity  which  might  be 
offered  to  his  being  inducted  to  the  Parish  Church  of  Smith.  The 
Appellant,  the  Attorney-General  of  Bermuda,  appeared  and  was 
heard  on  behalf  of  the  Crown  in  support  of  the  motion. 

The  motion  was  refused  by  a  majority  of  the  Judges  upon  the 
grounds  stated  in  their  reasons  transmitted  to  the  Priyy  Council. 
Those  of  the  Chief  Justice  Darrdl  being  as  foDows : — 

"My  reasons  for  refusing  it  were,  that  the  Law  relating  to 
Writs,  de  vi  laica  removenda,  is  yery  obscure,  and  no  instance  is 
known  of  such  a  Writ  eyer  haying  been  granted  in  Bermuda.  And 
I  conceiyed  that  since  the  decisions  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of 
the  Pl-iyy  Council  in  the  cases  of  L(mg  y.  The  Bishop  of  Gape 
Town  in  1863  (1),  and  The  Bishop  of  Natal  in  1865  (2),  it  must 
•be  considered  that  it  is  not  competent  to  the  Crown  in  any  Colony 
haying  a  settled  constitution  and  representatiye  form  of  goyem- 
ment,  such  as  Bermuda  has,  to  alter  the  constitution  of  the  Church 
in  the  Colony,  by  conferring  by  Patent  upon  a  Bishop  any  coerciye 
or  judicial  powers  not  granted  by  the  Imperial  Parliament  or 
the  Local  Legislature.     That,  although  the  institution  of  a  Clergy-    . 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases  (N.  S.)  41 1.        (2)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Oases  (N.  S.)  115. 
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J.  c.        man  to  a  Benefice  is  not  an  act  of  coercive  or  contentious  jurisdic* 
1868        Hon,  yet  it  is  not  a  mere  ministerial  act,  but  is  of  a  judicial  nature, 
^T^ff^     inasmuch  as  the  Bishop  must  judge  of  the  fitness  of  the  Clergy- 
JmsEun,     man,  and  satisfy  himself  of  his  sufficiency  in  learning  and  morals 
before  granting  institution.     That,  although  the  Bishop  of  New- 
foundland's  Patent  purports  to  invest  him  with  large  powers  over 
the  Clergy  in  Bermuda,  as  that  Patent  was  issued  many  years  ago^ 
and  before  the  recent  discussions  and  decisions  respecting  the 
limited  authority  of  Colonial  Bishops  under  similar  Patents,  it  can- 
not now  be  supposed,  that  the  Bishop  could  lawfully  exercise  all 
the  powers  which  his  Patent  purports  to  confer  upon  him ;  and 
however  desirable  it  is  for  the  Clergy  of  the  Colony  to  be  placed 
under  the  supervision  of  the  Bishop,  and  with  that  view  for  him  to 
institute  and  cause  them  to  be  inducted  in  the  Parish  Churches, 
yet  it  appears  to  me  that,  according  to  the  effect  of  the  decisions 
of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  referred  to,  the 
Bishop  had  not  lawful  authority,  without  legislative  sanction,  to 
grant  institution,  and  issue  a  mandate  for  induction  into  Benefices 
in  Bermuda,    And  if  (as  I  conceived),  the  mandate  in  this  case 
was  invalid,  the  Court  ought  not  to  grant  such  a  Writ  as  was 
asked  for,  the  practical  effect  of  which  would  be  to  authorize  the 
employment  of  the  civil  force  of  the  Colony  in  aid  of  the  mandate; 
I  may  further  add,  that  formerly  and  from  the  very  earliest  period 
after  Bermuda  ceased  to  be  a  proprietary  Colony,  and  after  the 
establishment  of  the  Royal  government  here,  the  Royal  Patents 
or  Commissions  to  the  Governors  of  Bermuda  contained  a  clause 
directing  them  to  collate  Clergymen  to  vacant  Benefices,  and  the 
practice  was  for  them  to  do  so  without  any  institution  by  a  Bishop^ 
This  appears  to  have  continued  down  to  the  year  1825,  when  a  Patent 
from  the  Crown  was  granted  to  the  Bishop  of  Nova  Scotia  purport- 
ing to  give  him  Episcopal  jurisdiction  in  Bermuda.    The  Commis^ 
sion  to  the  next  Governor  of  Bermuda^  in  1831,  contained  a  clause 
directing  him  to  present  Clergymen  to  the  Bishop  of  Nova  Scotia 
for  institution  to  vacant  Benefices  in  Bermuda,    The  Commission 
to  his  successor,  Governor  Beid,  in  1839,  contained  a  similar  clause. 
The  Commission  to  his  successor.  Governor  EUiot,  in  1846,  contained 
a  clause  directing  him  to  present  to  the  Bishop  of  Newfoundland. 
The  Commissions  to  his  successors,  Governor  Murray,  in  1854>  and 
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Governor  Ord^  in  1861,  contained  no  clause  whatever  directing       J.  C. 
either  the  collation^  or  the  presentation  for  institution,  of  Clergy-       1868 
men  to  vacant  Benefices,  but  the  Koyal  instructions  issued  upon     ^x  parte 
Governor  Ord^s  Commission  directed  him  to  present  Clergymen  to     J^nku^b. 
the  Bishop  of  Newfoundland  for  institution  to  vacant  Benefices,  , 

and  it  was  imder  this  instruction  that  Jenkins  was  presented  by 
the  Lieutenant-Governor  to  Mr.  Coombe.  This  instruction  directs 
the  presentation  to  be  fnade  to  the  Bishop.  Even  supposing  the 
Bishop  had  authority  to  institute,  it  does  not  seem  clear  under  the 
instruction  that  a  presentation  could  properly  be  made  during  the 
Bishop's  absence  from  Bermuda  to  his  Commissary,  or  that  the 
Commissary  could  admit  and  institute  a  Clergyman  to  a  Benefice 
without  the  special  direction  of  the  Bishop  in  each  particular  case ; 
nor,  indeed,  do  the  documents  since  laid  before  the  Court  distinctly 
shew,  whether  Mr.  Coombe  had  ever  been  appointed  by  the  Bishop 
as  his  Commissary,  or  was  only  acting  in  that  capacity  in  the 
absence  of  Dr.  Tu^ekeTy  who  had  been  Commissary.  But,  under  the 
impression  that  the  Bishop  himself  could  not  lawfully  grant  insti- 
tution, or  issue  a  mandate  for  induction  into  a  Parish  Church  in 
Bermuda,  it  seemed  to  me  superfluous  to  discuss  these  matters  of 
detail  as  to  Mr.  Coombe  a  authority,  and  I,  with  five  other  members 
of  the  Court,  refused  to  grant  the  Writ,  two  other  Members  dis- 
senting from  that  decision." 

On  the  9th  of  December,  1867,  a  further  petition  was  presented 
to  the  Court  by  JenkinSy  and  a  fresh  motion  made  for  the  Writ,  de 
vi  laicd  removenda,  to  be  issued  to  the  Provost- Marshal-General 
for  the  purpose  before  mentioned.  This  petition  had  annexed  to 
it  copies  of  the  Instruments  of  presentation,  institution,  and  man- 
date for  induction,  and  an  affidavit  of  Jenkins  stating  the  circum- 
stances on  which  he  relied.  It  did  not  appear  that  any  subsequent 
attempt  had  been  made  for  the  induction  of  Jenkins  since  that  of 
the  9th  of  February,  1867;  but  the  affidavit  stated  circumstances 
leading  Jenkins  to  believe  that,  if  any  further  attempt  should  be 
made  to  induct  him  in  SmUKs  Parish  Church  it  would  be  obstructed 
by  lay  persons.  After  hearing  Counsel  in  support  of  the  motion,  all 
the  members  of  the  Court,  consisting  of  the  Governor  (Sir  Frederick 
E.  Chapman),  the  Chief  Justice,  and  the  Honorables  Henry  J. 
Tucker,  A.  J.  Musson,  J.  Wood,  Thomas  A.  Barrett,  Miles  Q.  Keon, 
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J.  C.       and  William  E.  OosUnff,  agreed  in  refusing  the  application.    The 

1868       Chief  Justice's  reasons  for  which  were  that^  as  the  application  was 

'Ex  parte     founded  on  the  same  matter  on  which  the  Court  had  decided  in 

Jenkikb.     February  last  not  to  issue  the  Writ>  and  it  was  admitted  at  the 

Bar  that  some  preliminary  proceedings  had  been  taken  on  behalf 

of  the  Crown  to  appeal  from  that  decision,  he  conceived  that  the 

Court  ought  not  to  make  an  Order  for  issuing  the  Writ,  the  effect 

of  which  Order  would  be  to  reverse  the  decision  that  Court  had 

made  in  the  same  case  in  February  last. 

Mr.  Thomas  A.  Daniel  stated  his  reasons  as  follows: — ''My 
reason  (in  addition  to  those  given  by  His  Honor  the  Chief  Jus- 
tice) for  not  voting  for  the  issue  of  the  Writ  for  enforcing  the 
mandate  of  His  Lordship  the  Bishop  of  Newfoundlandy  in  the  case 
of  the  Eev.  C.  A.  Jenkins,  which  was  applied  for  on  the  23rd  of 
February,  1867,  was  chiefly,  that  it  appeared  to  me,  that  the  Court 
of  Chancery  had  no  authority  to  grant  the  application.  This 
Colony  was  without  a  Bishop  until  the  year  1825  or  1826.  All 
inductions  prior  thereto  were,  to  the  best  of  my  recollection,  made 
by  the  resident  Magistrates  and  Churchwardens.  The  appoint- 
ment of  a  Bishop  was  followed  by  no  change  in  the  Law ;  and  «ome 
years,  I  think,  elapsed  after  the  Bishop  of  Nova  Scotia  was  called 
by  Her  Majesty's  Letters  Patent  to  the  See  of  Nova  Scotia,  which 
at  that  time  embraced  Bermuday  before  the  intervention  or  substi- 
tution of  the  Diocesan  was  universally  adopted  for  the  induction  of 
Clergymen  in  these  Islands.  My  impression  at  the  time  of  voting 
in  the  case  referred  to,  was  that  the  Church  of  England  could  not 
be  considered  as  by  Law  established  in  this  Colony,  for  though 
certain  Laws  had,  at  various  times,  been  passed  by  the  Local  Legis- 
lature, which,  it  is  admitted,  would  be  essentially  necessary  to  an 
establishment,  such  as  dividing  the  Colony  into  Parishes  (an 
Ecclesiastical  arrangement) — giving  the  Executive  the  appoint- 
ment of  Bectors  to  the  several  livings — allotting  glebe  lands  and 
parsonage-houses 'for  the  use  of  the  Incumbents — taoung  persons 
of  all  classes  and  denominations  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
Bectors,  &c  &c. — yet  no  authority  has  at  any  time  been  by  Law 
conferred  on  the  Diocesan,  either  as  Bishop  or  as  Ordinary,  and  no 
enactment  passed  by  the  Legislature  of  the  Colony  regulating  the 
government  and  discipline  necessary  to  a  Church  as  an  Establish- 
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ment.    Having  always  understood  that  original  Settlers  do  not        J.  0. 
import  with  them  into  a  new  Colony  the  Laws  of  the  parent  state        1868 
in  matters  Ecclesiastioal,  and  that  where  there  is  a  Local  Legisla-     Exparu 
tore  it  is  altogether  their  province  and  their  privilege  to  make     J^^""^ 
snch  Laws  as  they  may  deem  expedient  for  the  government  of  their 
Charchy  I  believed  that  in  the  absence  of  such  legislation  the 
Bishop  was  without  the  due  authority  to  issue  a  mandate^  and  the 
Court  of  Chancery,  therefore,  without  power  to  enforce  it   It  seems 
to  me  a  false  and  most  anomalous  position  for  a  Bishop  to  have 
authority  to  induct  where  there  is  a  total  absence  of  law  giving 
him  power  to  arraign,  dismiss,  or  to  punish." 

Mr.  MHek  Oercdd  Keon  differed  from  the  other  members  of  the 
Court,  giving  his  reasons  as  follows : — "  At  a  sittmg  of  this  Court  on 
the  23rd  of  February,  1867,  Counsel  for  the  Eev.  C.  A.  Jenkins  and 
the  Solicitor-General  of  Bermuda,  moved  that  a  Writ,  de  vi  laica  re- 
movenddy  should  be  granted  for  the  purpose  of  protesting  against  the 
physical  resistance  of  promiscuous  assemblages  near  the  Church  to 
the  lawfully  and  regularly  authorized  efforts  (according  to  the  Solici- 
tor-General's argument),  of  the  Eev.  Mr.  JenJcins  to  be  inducted 
as  Bector  of  Smith's  Parish.  Abstaining  from  any  examination 
into  the  validity  of  the  Ecclesiastical  right  claimed  by  JenJcins  and 
denied  by  the  Parishioners,  I  gave  it  as  my  opinion,  that  physical 
force,  on  the  part  of  whoever  were  pleased  to  use  it,  was  neither 
the  proper  method  nor  a  civilized  method  of  settling  the  question ; 
that  Jenkins  was  employing  peaceful  and  constitutional  means ;  that 
he  had  produced  what  appeared  to  be  the  usual  documents  and 
the  regular  instruments ;  that  he  relied  solely  upon  the  legality 
which  he  affirmed  to  be  on  his  side ;  that  if  he  was  to  be  resisted 
he  ought  to  be  resisted  by  legal  means ;  and  that  unless  we  wished 
law  to  give  place  to  corporal  violence — custom,  reason,  order,  and 
rights  to  whatever  popular  excitement  might  arise — and  a  civilized 
state  to  tumult  and  anarchy — the  processes  adopted  for  resisting 
Jenkins  ought  to  be  repressed.  Believing  this  principle  to  be 
necessary,  not  only  to  the  authority  of  the  Executive,  but  to*  the 
efficiency  of  every  law  in  our  Statute  Book,  I  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  Writ  should  be  granted  in  a  case  which  appeared  to  me  to  be 
parallel,  in  the  material  points,  with  the  cases  adduced  by  the 
Solicitor-General.     The  Lieutenant-Governor,  Colonel    Hamley, 
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J.  C        took  a  similar,  but  in  this  sense  a  stronger  view,  that  he  supported 

1868  those  Ecclesiastical  claims  which  I  abstained  from  inquiring  into. 
Sxparu  ^1  ^he  other  Members  differed  from  us,  and  the  Writ  was  refused. 
Jbniumb.  ^^  ^  sitting  of  the  Court,  on  December  the  9th,  1867,  when  the  same 
Writ  was  again  craved  from  us,  I  understood  that  the  Attorney- 
General  had  already  sent  home  a  transcript  of  our  former  pro- 
ceedings, and  had  taken  steps  to  carry  an  appeal  to  the  Judicial 
Committee  of  the  Privy  Council.  Indeed,  I  supposed  at  the  time, 
that  the  appeal  which  had  been  thus  initiated  and  set  in  its  prepara* 
tory  movement,  was  actually  under  hearing,  and  consequently  that  it 
was  an  appeal  against  our  decision  of  the  23rd  of  February,  1867. 
Believing  the  settlement  of  the  question  to  be  thus  taken  virtually 
out  of  our  hands,  I  merely  stated,  that  I  adhered  to  my  former 
views  concerning  the  intrinsic  merits  of  the  application  to  our 
Court  and  of  the  remedy  craved  from  us ;  but  that  it  was  a  wrong^ 
time  to  reverse  our  action ;  that,  for  my  part,  I  should  much  prefer 
to  see  it  still  more  effectually  quashed  by  the  more  authoritative 
award  of  a  superior  Tribunal ;  and  that  1  thought  it  would  be  both 
more  respectful  to  the  appellate  Court,  and  more  consonant  with 
our  own  dignity,  to  await  a  judgment  to  which  we  should  have  ta 
bow  in  the  end." 

From  this  last^mentioned  Order  of  the  Court,  the  Attorney- 
General  of  Bermvda,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  applied  for  leave  to 
appeal,  but  the  time  within  which  an  appeal  from  the  Qrder  of  the 
Court  made  on  the  occasion  of  the  first  application  of  the  Appellant, 
Jenkins,  could  have  been  granted  by  the  Court  having  elapsed 
before  such  leave  was  applied  for,  the  Appellants  presented  a 
petition  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  praying  that  special  leave  to 
appeal  against  both  Orders  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  Bermuda^ 
or  either  of  them,  might  be  granted,  and  the  record  of  the  pro- 
ceedings in  that  Court  transmitted  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council ; 

J.  0.*       and  upon  the  24th  of  February,  1868,  such  special  leave  to  appeal 

1868        was  granted. 
jj^^4  The  case  was  heard  ex  parte,  no  appearance  or  case  having 

been  put  in,  further  than  the  Judges'  reasons  in  support  of  their 

judgment. 

♦  Present:— Sm  William  Eble,  Sir  James  William  Colvile,  Sir  Edward^ 
Yaughan  Williams,  and  Sib  Robert  Phillimore. 
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The  Solictior'  General  (Sir  B,  BoffffaHay,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  Archibald,        J.  0. 
for  the  Appellants : —  18C8 


According  to  the  constitution  of  the  Bermttda  Islands,  appoint-     ^x  paru 

ments  to  vacant  Benefices  or  Livings  have  ever  since  the  estab-        

lishment  of  the  Government  of  the  Colony,  in  1685,  when  it  was 
transferred  to  the  Crown,  been  vested  in  the  Crown ;  the  right  of 
patronage  being  exercised  by  successive  Governors,  who  were  em- 
powered by  their  Commissions  to  collate  to  Churches,  Chapels,  or 
other  Benefices  in  the  Islands  that  might  become  void.  This  state 
of  things  continued  until  the  year  1825,  when  the  Bermuda  Islands 
were  first  attached  to  the  Colonial  See  of  Nova  Scotia :  Eoyal  In- 
structions, 26th  of  July,  1832,  sec  51;  Clark's  Col.  Law,  p.  446; 
Letters  Patent,  17th  of  July,  1839,  creating  the  Bishopric  of  New- 
foundland. The  Episcopal  authority  thus  conferred  upon  the 
Bishop  of  Newfoundland,  and  the  validity  of  institution  and  induc- 
tion, have  been  recognised  by  successive  Acts  of  the  Colonial  Legis- 
lature: Bermuda  Acts,  No.  1,  1843;  No.  9,  1864;  No.  10,  1865, 
sects.  39  and  43 ;  and  Nos.  9  and  19,  1866.  Since  the  year  1825, 
the  Governor's  Commissions,  or  Boyal  Instructions,  instead  of  au- 
thoiizing  them  to  collate  to  vacant  Benefices,  have  directed  them 
to  present  Clergymen  to  the  Bishop  for  institution,  that  is,  to  the 
Bishop  of  Nova  Scotia,  from  1825  to  1839,  and  since  then  to  the 
Bishop  of  Newfoundland,  which  See  was  erected  in  that  year,  and 
to  whom  was  transferred  the  Episcopal  authority  of  the  Bermudas, 
The  parochial  and  vestry  system  of  the  Church  of  England  has 
prevailed  from  the  earliest  establishment  of  the  Colony,  Bermuda 
Laws,  by  DarreU,  p.  158,  s.  10,  down  to  the  present  time :  Act, 
No.  12,  sect.  5,  1866. 

It  appears  from  the  Judges'  reasons  that  the  ground  upon  which 
the  Court  below  refused  to  issue  the  Writ,  de  vi  laicd  removendd, 
was,  that  since  the  decisions  of  this  Tribunal  in  Long  v.  The  Bishop 
of  Cape  Town  (1),  and  In  re  The  Bishop  of  Natai  (2),  it  was  not  com- 
petent to  the  Crown,  in  a  Colony  like  the  Bermuda  Islands,  having 
a  settled  constitution  and  Legislative  Assembly,  to  confer,  by  Letters 
Patent,  on  the  Bishop  of  Newfoundland  any  coercive  or  judicial 
powers,  and  that,  therefore,  the  institution  of  Jenkins  being  a  judi- 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  411.      (2)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Gaaes  (N.S.)  116. 
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J.  O.  cial  act  it  was  not  authorized  by  law.  The  effect  of  these  cases  has 
186S  been  since  considered  in  the  case  of  The  Bishop  of  Natal  y.  Qlad- 
:^tvaru  ^^^^ W»  ^^^  ^^^  grounds  of  the  decisions  questioned,  but  if  that 
Jembhs.  y^QjQ  uQ^  gQ^  those  cases,  by  reason  of  the  different  circumstances 
in  reference  to  Church  establishments  of  the  respective  Colonies  of 
the  Cape  of  Good  Hope  and  the  Bermtida  Islands,  are  inapplica- 
ble. Neither  institution  nor  induction  are  acts  of  coercive  or  judi- 
cial institutions.  Induction  to  a  Benefice  is  a  mere  temporal  act, 
enforceable  by  MandamiM  or  Q^are  impedU.  The  Court  of  Chancery 
in  Bermuda  has  all  the  power  and  authority  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery in  England:  Bermuda  Act  of  22nd  December,  1814,  sect. 
29  (2);  and  can,  therefore,  issue  a  Writ,  de  tri  laicd  removendcL 
[Lord  Chelmsfobd  : — ^A  diJfficulty  arises  as  to  the  power  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  in  Bermuda  to  issue  such  a  Writ.  In  England 
the  Writ  issued  on  the  Common  Law  side  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery to  the  Sheriff  of  the  County.  The  last-mentioned  Act  only 
gives  the  Bermuda  Court  jui'isdiction  as  a  Court  of  Equity.]  So 
much  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Law  as  was  recognised  by  the  Common 
Law  was  introduced  into  the  Colony  on  its  occupancy  by  the 
English  Settlers :  Clark's  CoL  Law,  p.  7 ;  and  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery in  Bermuda  had  from  the  first  as  extensive  a  jurisdiction  as 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  England,  A  form  of  the  Writ,  de  vi 
laicd  removendoy  is  given  in  Fitzherlert,  Natura  Brevium,  D.  54, 
and  was  acted  upon  in  Bex  v.  March  (3) ;  Bex  v.  ZaJcar  (4) ;  Bdberis 
V.  Agmondesham  (5);  Bird  v.  Smith  (6) ;  see  also  ComyWs  Dig. 
tit.  ''Esglise''  (N.  12);  Burn's  Ecc.  Law,  tit.  "Benefice,"  vol.  i. 

(1)  Law  Bep.  3  Eq.  1.  make  and  establish  such  rales,  regnla- 

(2)  This  section  enacts,  "  that  the  tions,  and  Orders  respecting  the  practice 
Governor  or  Commander-in-Chief  of  merely,  of  the  said  Court,  as  may  be 
these  Islands,  and  His  Majcsty^s  Council,  necessary  or  expedient:  provided  that 
for  the  time  being,  (or  any  five  of  them,  such  rules  and  regulations  be  not  re* 
of  whom  such  Governor  or  Commander-  pugnant  to  this  Act,  and,  as  nearly  as 
in-Chief  shall  always  be  one)  shall  con-  conveniently  may  be,  be  agreeable  to 
stitute  the  Court  of  Chancery  for  these  the  rules  of  practice  established  in  the 
Islands,  and  have  power  and  authority  High  Court  of  Chancery  at  WestmingUr 
to  examine,  hear,  judge,  determine,  and  Mcdl  in  England,^  Bermuda  Acts,  by 
decree,  all  matters  causes  and  things  DarreU,  p.  117. 

whatever,  as  fully  and  amply,  to  all  (3)  Siderf.  101. 

intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as  the  (4)  Bnlst.  Ft.  iii.  92. 

High  Court  of  Chancery  in  England  (5)  Moore's  Rep.  462. 

may  or  can  do,  and  have  power  to  (6)  Ibid.  781. 
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p.  173 ;  lb.  at  "  Vi  Laied  remavencUi;'  vol.  iv.  p.  11  [9th  Edit.,  J.  0. 

by  PhiUimore] ;   Watson  8  Clergyman's  Law,  p.  307 ;  Mirehouse  on  1868 

Adyowsons,  ch.  x.  p.  184.    It  is  clear  from  these  authorities  that  the  Ex  parte 
application  ought  to  have  been  granted,  and.the  Writ  issued. 


Jenxiks* 


The  consideration  of  the  case  having  been  reserved,  their  Lord-       1868 
ships'  judgment  was  now  pronounced  by  Dee.  23. 

LoBD  Chelmsford  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  two  Orders  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  of 
the  Islands  of  Benhvda,  upon  an  application  on  behalf  of  the  Bev. 
Charles  Alfred  Jenkins  for  a  Writ,  de  vi  laiod  removenddf  to  remove 
any  opposition  which  might  be  offered  to  his  being  inducted  into 
Smith's  Parish  Church  as  the  Bector  and  Incumbent  thereof. 

A  majority  of  the  Court  refused  the  Writ  for  the  reasons  assigned 
by  the  Chief  Justice,  one  of  the  Members  of  the  Court.  He  said, 
that  the  law  relating  to  Writs,  de  vi  laicd  removendd,  was  very 
obscure,  and  that  no  instance  was  known  of  such  a  Writ  ever  having 
been  granted  in  Bermiida.  And  he  conceived  that  since  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the  Privy  Council  in  the  cases 
of  Lang  V.  The  Bishop  of  Cape  Tovm  (1),  and  In  re  The  Bishop  of 
Natal  (2),  it  must  be  considered  that  it  is  not  competent  to  the 
Crown  in  any  Colony  having  a  settled  constitution  and  representa- 
tive form  of  government  such  as  Bermuda  had,  to  alter  the  con^ 
stitution  of  the  Church  in  the  Colony,  by  conferring  by  Patent 
upon  a  Bishop  any  coercive  or  judicial  powers  not  granted  by  the 
Imperial  Parliament  or  the  Local  Legislature.  That  it  appeared 
to  him,  that  according  to  the  effect  of  these  decisions  the  Bishop  had 
not  lawful  authority,  without  Legislative  sanction,  to  grant  institu- 
tion and  issue  a  mandate  for  induction  into  Benefices  in  Bermuda. 

The  appeal  was  argued  ex  parte,  no  one  appearing  on  the  other 
side,  although  ample  notice  was  given  to  a  person  who  had  been 
the  foremost  in  resisting  the  induction  of  Mr.  Jenkins,  that  leave 
to  appeal  had  been  grantlsd. 

Under  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships  before  delivering 
their  judgment  have  very  carefully  considered  the  grounds  which 
were  assigned  for  refusing  to  grant  the  Writ  prayed  for,  and  the 

(1)  1  Moore*8  P.  0.  Cases  (N.S.)  411.         (2)  3  Moore's  P.C. Cases  (N.S.)  116. 
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J.  G.        arguments  which  were  urged  by  the  Appellants  against  such 
1868        refusal. 
Exparu         '^^^  Islands  of  Bermuda,  which  had  previously  been  a  Pro- 
Jemkixb.     prietary  Colony,  were  transferred  to  the  Crown  in  1685.    They 
then  possessed,  and  have  ever  since  enjoyed,  an  independent  Legis- 
lature.   They  were  first  attached  to  the  Colonial  See  of  Nova 
Scotia  in  the  year  1825,  and  were  afterwards  transferred,  in  1839, 
to  the  newly-erected  Bishopric  of  Newfoundland, 

By  the  Letters  Patent  of  Dr.  Inglis,  who  was  appointed  Bishop 
of  Nova  Scotia  and  it^s  dependencies  in  1825,  authority  was  given  to 
him  to  exercise  jurisdiction,  Spiritual  and  Ecclesiastical,  and  all 
and  singular  the  functions  and  authorities  within  (amongst  other 
places)  Newfoundland  and  the  Bermudas,  which  might  be  lawfully 
exercised  within  the  Province  and  Diocese  of  Nova  Scotia. 

By  the  Letters  Patent  of  1839,  erecting  the  Island  of  Newfound- 
land into  a  Bishop's  See,  the  former  Letters  Patent  were  revoked 
so  &r  as  they-  related  to  the  Islands  of  Newfoundland  and  the 
Bermudas;  and  power  and  authority  were  given  to  the  Bishop, 
by  himself  or  by  his  suflScient  Commissary  or  Commissaries  to  be 
by  him  substituted  and  appointed,  to  exercise  jurisdiction.  Spiritual 
and  Ecclesiastical,  and  all  and  singular  functions  and  authorities 
within  the  Islands  of  the  Bermudas  and  their  dependencies,  which 
might,  by  virtue  of  the  Letters  Patent^  be  lawfully  exercised  by 
himself  or  his  Commissary  or  Commissaries  within  the  Island  and 
Diocese  of  Newfoundland. 

The  Islands  of  Bermuda  seem  to  have  been  divided  into  Parishes 
at  the  time  of  their  becoming  a  Crown  Colony,  or  very  soon  after- 
wards, for  amongst  the  Acts  of  their  Legislature,  there  is  one,  as 
early  as  the  year  1693,  for  settling  a  yearly  revenue  upon  the 
Minister  or  Incumbent  of  St  George's  Parish,  and  of  the  other 
Parishes  within  the  Islands.  That  the  parochial  system  was  com- 
pletely established  towards  the  end  of  the  last  century  appears 
from  another  Act  of  the  30th  of  March,  1775,  intituled  «  An  Act 
for  the  more  regular  payment  of  the  Clergy ;  the  regulating  the 
Seats  or  Pews  in  the  several  Churches  in  these  Islands ;  and  more 
effectual  recovery  of  Parish  Assessments."  And  the  Church  of 
Smith  itself,  to  which  these  proceedings  apply,  has  been  the  sub- 
ject of  Legislative  provision :  for,  by  an  Act  of  the  i7th  of  March, 
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1820,  it  is  enacted  '*  that  the  Parishes  of  Smith  and  Hamilton,  to-  J.  0. 
gether  with  the  annual  interests,  profits,  or  issues  payable  by  law  1868 
for  the  glebe  situate  in  the  Parish  of  Hamilton^  and  which  has  been  Ex  parte 
sold  in  fee  simple,  conditional,  under  and  by  virtue  of  an  Act  of 
the  Legislature,  shall  constitute  one  living." 

It  must  be  borne  in  mind  that,  during  the  whole  of  this  long 
period,  when  the  Legislature  of  the  Bermudas  was  constantly  re- 
cognising the  establishment  of  Parishes  and  their  Incumbents,  the 
power  of  appointing  Clergymen  to  the  different  Parishes  was  vested 
in  the  Governors.  This  authority  they  possessed  by  delegation  from 
the  Grown,  conveyed  to  them  by  a  clause  in  their  Gommissions, 
directing  them  to  collate  to  all  vacant  benefices  within  the  Islands. 
This  form  of  Gommission  continued  down  to  the  year  1831,  when  it 
was  changed  by  substituting  a  clause  directing  the  Governor,  upon 
the  vacancy  of  a  Benefice,  to  present  a  Glerk  to  the  Bishop  (first  of 
Nova  Scotia  and  afterwards  of  Newfoundland)  for  institution. 

This  clause  continued  to  be  inserted  in  the  Governor's  Gommis- 
sion down  to  the  year  1861.  Since  that  time  it  has  been  omitted 
from  the  Gommissions  and  introduced  into  the  Instructions  to  the 
Governors. 

In  explaining  the  reasons  for  revising  the  Writ,  de  vi  laicd  re- 
mxyvend&y  the  Ghief  Justice,  after  stating  that  it  was  not  competent 
to  the  Grown  to  alter  the  constitution  of  the  Ghurch  in  the  Golony 
by  conferring  by  Patent  upon  a  Bishop  any  coercive  or  judicial 
powers  not  granted  by  the  Imperial  Parliament  or  the  Local^Legis- 
lature,  added,  '^  Although  the  institution  of  a  Glergyman  to  a 
Benefice  is  not  an  act  of  coercive  or  contentious  jurisdiction,  yet  it 
is  not  a  mere  ministerial  act,  but  is  of  a  judicial  nature." 

Strictly  speaking,  however,  it  is  not  so  much  the  institution  which 
is  judicial,  as  the  previous  examination  of  the  fitness  Qf  the  Glerk 
presented ;  for  if  the  Glerk  be  really  idonea  persona,  the  Bishop 
would  be  bound  to  institute  him.  But  whether  institution  is  to  be 
r^arded  as  a  judicial  or  a  ministerial  act  is  wholly  immaterial. 

The  question  is,  whether  the  Grown  has  conferred  an  authority 
which  was  not  within  its  competency. 

Now,  It  is  a  facty  which  cannot  be  disputed,  that  for  more  than  a 

century  the  Grown  possessed  the  power  of  collating  to  all  the 

vacant  Benefices  in  the  Bermudas  by  direct  nomination,  a  power 
Vol.  II.  3  Z 
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j.o.       which  it  ezeicised  by  delegation  to  the  snccessire  Goyemors,  who 

1868       were  usually  described  as  Ordinaries  in  their  Patents^  and  who,  to  a 

Expairte     <^^^>^  extent,  exercised  the  powers  of  that  Ecclesiastical  Officer. 

Jesexsb.     But  ^hen  a  Bishop  or  Ecclesiastical  Ordinary  was  duly  appointed, 

with  spiritual  oversight  of  the  Church  in  the  Bermudas^  the  Crown^ 

as  patron,  thought  proper  to  leave  to  the  Governor  the  power  of 

nominating  the  Clerk,  but  recognised,  by  the  Letters  Patent  granted 

to  the  Bishop^  the  power  of  institution  belonging  to  his  office. 

The  Bishop,  as  has  been  said,  is  bound,  if  the  Clerk  be  idonea 

persona,  to  institute  him. 

It  cannot  be  supposed  that  when  the  Crown  gave  a  Clergyman  a 
title  to  a  living  by  one  act]  of  collation,  the  appointment  was  made 
without  previous  inquiry  as  to  his  qualifications.  The  whole  effect 
of  the  alteration  of  the  system  of  conferring  Benefices  in  the  Ber- 
mudas  is  to  transfer  this  inquiry  from  the  Governor  to  the  Bishop. 
It  seems  to  have  been  supposed,  however,  that  the  cases  of  Lonff^ 
V,  The  Bidiop  of  Capetown  and  of  In  re  The  Lord  Bishop  of  Natal  are 
authorities  for  the  proposition  that  the  Bishop  of  Newfoundland  has 
no  legal  status,  and  cannot  lawfully  exercise  any  episcopal  fimction 
within  the  Bermudas.  The  first  case  certainly  does  not  go  the 
length  of  that  proposition,  for  it  decided  only  that  the  Crown  cannot 
confer  coercive  authority  on  a  Bishop  in  a  Colony  possessing  a  consti- 
tutional form  of  government  without  the  consent  of  the  Legislature. 
The  Judicial  Committee,  in  deciding  the  case  of  the  Bishop  of  Natal, 
has  certainly  used  expressions  which  would  restrain  the  power  of  the 
Crown  in  the  creation  of  Bishops  within  even  narrower  limits. 
'  It  has  been  argued  that  the  Master  of  the  Bolls,  in  his  judg- 

ment in  The  Bishop  of  Natal  v.  Gladstone  (1),  has  greatly  qualified 
the  effect  of  the  former  judgment  of  the  Privy  Council.  Their 
Lordships  think  that  in  the  present  case  they  are  not  called  upon 
to  express  an  opinion,  whether  these  two  decisions  can  be  recon- 
ciled. For  they  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  question,  whether 
the  Bishop  of  Newfoundland  has  any  lawful  status,  or  can  exercise 
any  Episcopal  function,  and  particularly  that  of  institution  in  the 
Bermudas,  has  been  set  at  rest  conclusively  by  the  repeated  recog- 
nition of  his  status  and  functions  by  the  Colonial  Legislature.  The 
Acts  of  1843,  of  1864,  of  1865,  and  1866,  mentioned  in  the  Memo- 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Eq.  1. 


Jekkinb. 


VOL.  n.]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVT  OOUNCIL.  271 

randum  of  the  Attomey-Greneral  of  the  Bermfudaa  (1),  all  recognise*       J.  o. 
the  legal  staim  of  the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese.  1868 

The  Chief  Justice  doubted  whether  the  institution  of  Jenkins  to  Ex  parte 
the  Church  of  8mUh  was  valid*  Upon  this  point  he  s^d,  sup- 
posing the  Bishop  had  authority  to  institute,  it  did  not  seem  clear, 
under  the  instructions  of  the  Goremor,  that  a  presentation  could 
properly  be  Qiade  during  the  Bishop's  absence  from  Bermuda  to 
his  Commissary,  or  that  the  Commissary  could  admit  and  insti- 
tute a  Clergyman  to  a  Benefice  without  the  special  direction  of 
the  Bishop  in  each  particular  case.  Now,  as  already  shewn,  the 
Bishop  of  NeirfouncUand  has  authority  by  his^  Letters  Patent  to 
exercise  all  his  functions  and  authorities  by  himself  or  his  Com- 
missary. And  that  a  general  authority  may  be  giren^  to  the 
Commissary,  and  that  a  special  direction  upon*  each  occasion  is 
unnecessary,  appears  from  a  clause  in  the  Letters  Patent,  '^  that 
during  the  vacancy  of  the  See  by  the  demise  of  the  Bishop  or  his 
successors,  or  otherwise,  institutions  to  Benefices  and  licenses  to 
Curates  may  be  given  by  the  Commissary  or  Commissaries  who 
were  so  as  aforesaid  named  and  substituted  by  the  last  preceding 
Bishop,  and  were  in  possession  of  that  ofiSce  under  such  substitu- 
tion and  appointment  at  the  time  when  the  See  became  vacant." 

Mr.  Jenkins  was  duly  presented  by  the  GrCYemor  to  the  Bectory 
of  the  Parishes  of  Hamilton  and  Smith  by  a  formal  presentation  to 
the  Bishop,  or,  in  his  absence,  to  Mr.  Coambe,  his  Acting  Ecclesias- 
tical Commissary.  And  Mr.  Coamhey  reciting  his  authority  derived 
from  the  Bishop  as  Commissary,  and  that  he  was  acting  by  virtue 
of  it,  instituted  Mr.  Jenkins  to  the  Bectory  and  issued  a  mandate 
for  his  induction,  upon  which  he  was  quietly  inducted  into  the 
Church  of  Bamilion ;  but  resistance  was  made  to  his  being  put 
into  possession  of  the  Church  of  SmOh* 

(1)  The  docament  here  alluded  to^  and  Secretary  of  State  for  the  Colonies  of  the 

which  was  lodged  with  the  appeal,  was  a  13th  of  September,  1866."  It  contained  a 

**  Memorandum  on  the  history  and  status  succinct  account  of  the  original  establish- 

of  the  Bishops  and  Clergy  of  the  Church  ment  of  the  English  Church  in  the  Ber- 

of  England  in  Bermuda^  furnished  in  mudas,  and  its  annexation  to  the  See  of 

obedience  to  an  Order  of  His  Excellency  Newfomdkmd^  with  extracts  from  the 

Qoyemor  Ord^  C.B.,  conveyed  by  the  At-  Colonial  Charters  and  Statutes  relating 

tomey-Geueral  through  the  Hon.  Miles  to  the  establishment  of  Churches  and 

G^.JSTeem,  Colonial  Secretary  of  5cn)iw<?a,  the  Ecclesiastical'  jurisdiction  in  the 

in  reply  to  a  Circular  Despatch  from  the  Islands. 

3  Z2 
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J.  C  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Mr.  Jenkins  was  duly  presented  to 

1868       the  Rectory,  and  was  instituted  by  lawful  authority. 
Ej}  parte         ^^  Only  remaining  question  is,  as  to  the  remedy  which  Mr. 
Jenkins  sought  to  obtain  for  the  obstruction  offered  to  his  induction 
into  the  Church  of  Smith. 

The  Writ,  de  vi  laicd  removendd,  may  be  regarded  at  the  present 
day  as  an  obsolete  proceeding.  Very  little  is  to  be  found  in  the 
Books  as]to  the  nature  of  the  procedure  upon  this  Writ.  The  short 
account  which  is  given  of  it  in  FUz.,  Nat.  Brev.^  D.  54,  furnishes 
very  slight  information.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the  Writ  issued 
out  of  the  Court  of  Chancery  (as,  indeed,  all  original  Writs  formerly 
did),  and  of  course  from  the  Common  Law  side  of  that  Court  It 
also  was  applicable  only  to  the  case  of  an  Incumbent  of  the 
Established  Church  who  was  hindered  or  disturbed  in  his  possession 
of  the  Church. 

It  is  very  difficult  to  see  how  this  remedy  could  be  applied  by 
the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  Bermudas  to  the  case  of  the  distur- 
bance of  a  Church  in  those  Islands. 

A  Court  of  Chancery  was  established  by  an  Act  of  the  Legisla- 
ture of  the  Islands  in  the  year  1814.  By  section  29  of  this  Act^ 
after  enacting  the  mode  in  which  the  Court  is  to  be  constituted, 
power  and  authority  is  given  to  it  "  to  examine,  hear,  judge,  de- 
termine and  decree,  all  matters,  causes,  and  things  whatever,  as  fully 
and  amply,  to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever,  as  the  High 
^Court  of  Chancery  in  England  may  and  can  do  "  (1),  and  also  to  make 
and  establish  such  rules,  regulations,  and  Orders  respecting  the  prac- 
tice merely  of  the  said  Court  as  may  be  necessary  or  expedient 

The  words  of  the  Act  are  very  large,  and  confer  jurisdiction  in 
very  full  terms,  but  it  may  be  questioned,  whether  they  are  in- 
tended to  apply  to  the  case  of  ordering  a  specific  form  of  proceed- 
ing to  be  applied  to  a  particular  cause  of  action.  It  may  be  said, 
that  they  give  power  to  judge  and  determine  whether  the  facts 
were  such  as  to  call  for  a  Writ,  de  vi  laicd  remavendd;  but  that 
would  be  to  beg  the  preliminary  question,  whether  such  a  Writ 
is  issuable.  It  is  probable  that,  under  the  power  subsequently 
given  to  make  rules  and  Orders  respecting  the  practice  of  the 
Courts  this  form  of  remedy  might  be  introduced,  as  the  forms  of 
Writs  and  remedies  are  matters  of  practice  of  a  Court. 

(1)  See  section  29,  ante,  p.  266. 
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No  rule  has  been  made  by  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  Ber^  J.  0. 
mudas  with  regard  to  this  Writ  de  vi  laied  removendd  ;  and  there  1868 
is  great  doubt  whether  the  Court  would  be  disposed  to  make  any  ExparU 
rule  or  order  on  the  subject  The  forms  of  procedure  in  the  Jj^kdw. 
English  Courts  may  or  may  not  be  appropriate  in  a  Colony,  or 
capable  of  being  properly  addressed  and  put  in  use.  This  Writ  is 
not  an  essential  mode  of  preserving  and  quieting  possession,  and 
all  that  was  practically  wanted  in  the  present  case  was  to  put  a 
Minister  in  possession  and  enjoyment  of  his  temporalities.  It  is 
not,  therefore,  ex  debito  justUise,  that  the  Appellants  should  have 
this  particular  form  of  remedy.  It  is  not  universi  juris  wherever 
an  Established  Church  exists ;  for  it  can  issue  only  out  of  a  Court 
of  Chancery,  and  there  may  be  no  Court  of  Chancery  in  this  sense, 
viz.,  with  full  authority  to  frame  and  issue  the  Writ.  The  authority 
in  this  case,  therefore,  if  it  exist  at  all,  must  be  implied,  for  it  has 
never  been  used  before.  But  why  should  it  be  implied  ?  Is  it  a 
necessary  incident  of  Chancery  jurisdiction  ?  If  not,  it  is  not  con- 
ferred by  the  words  creating  the  Court  of  Chancery  in  the  Ber^ 
mudas — words  which  (as  already  observed)  apply  to  jurisdiction 
over  matters  in  dispute,  and  not  to  modes  of  procedure.  And  an 
injunction  would,  probably,  have  served  all  the  necessary  require- 
ments in  the  present  case,  and  have  restrained  all  interference  with 
the  induction  of  Mr.  Jenkins.  It  seems  to  their  Lordships,  that  it 
would  be  an  inconvenient  precedent  to  imply  the  existence  of  a 
Writ  not  known  to  the  Court  itself,  nor  necessary  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  the  legal  right  obstructed,  merely  from  the  creation  of  a 
Court,  and  a  general  grant  in  large  words  of  general  jurisdiction. 

Their  Lordships  entertain  no  doubt  whatever  of  the  lawfulness 
of  Mr.  Jenkins'  institution  to  the  Bectory  of  Hamilton  and  Smith, 
and  of  his  right  to  be  inducted  into  the  Church  of  Smith.  But 
they  cannot  say,  that  the.  Court  of  Chancery  was  wrong  in  refusing 
to  grant  him  the  Writ,  de  vi  laica  removendd,  to  prevent  the  obstruc- 
tion to  his  induction,  and,  therefore,  upon  this  ground,  and  this 
ground  only,  they  must  humbly  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  that 
the  appeal  be  dismissed. 

The  Solicitors  to  the  Treasury  for  the  Appellants. 
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j.c*  li  tarle  KISrCO  NAUTH  BOY. 

\W^  JS  THE  MATTEB  OF 

j€6.2.      HU8SUMAT  BANEE  SUBNO  MOYEE     .    .    Affkllabt; 

ASD 

SHOSHEE  HOEHEE  BUBMOXIA,  asd  othebs,  Bespondests. 

ON  APPEAL  FBOM  THE  HIGH  COURT  AT  CALCUTTA. 

Practice— 4PP^  ^^'^^d  ^^  jporfa — BtheaHng^^Emtrjf  cfnppeai    DrfamU  ^ 

Retptmdoift  Agent, 


The  xdmring  of  an  i^vpeal  lieud  ex  jiarie,  on  wbich  an  Older  in  Ccnincfl 
bed  been  made,  refoaed,  the  default  in  not  i^pearing  and  oonteatiiig  thei^ipeal 
being  oocasiooed  by^  the  Agenta  of  the  Beapondent,  who  aought  to  have  the 
appeal  reheaid. 

A  rehearing  will  not  be  allowed  except  nnder  Tery  special  ctreomstances. 

X  BLIS  was  an  application  by  the  Petitioner,  Kido  Nauih  Boy,  in 
the  case  of  ^  Banee  Sumo  Moyee  y.  ShoAee  Mokhee  Bumumia^  and 
cihers,*'  for  the  rehearing  of  the  appeal,  which  had  been  heard 
ex  parte  at  the  instance  of  the  Appellant,  and  an  Order  in  Council 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  below  made  thereon,  no  appear- 
ance haying  been  entered  for  him  (1). 

The  petition  alleged,  that  on  the  19th  of  August,  1864,  the  Peti- 
tioner obtained  a  decree  in  his  favour  in  the  High  Court  at  Calcutta 
in  a  suit  brought  by  the  Appellant,  MussumaJt  Banee  Sumo  Moyee, 
against  the  Petitioner  and  others,  and  that  from  that  decree  the 
Banee  appealed  to  England  ;  that  in  the  month  of  September,  1867, 
the  Petitioner  instructed  his  Agents  in  England  to  appear  for  him 
in  the  appeal,  and  take  all  necessary  steps  on  his  behalf,  with  a  view 
of  maintaining  the  decree  of  the  High  Court ;  that  on  the  23rd  of 
October,  1867,  the  Petitioner's  Agents  attended  the  Privy  Council 
Office,  and  made  inquiries  with  respect  to  the  appeal,  and  were  in- 
formed that  the  Becord  of  the  appeal  had  not  yet  arrived  in  this 

(1)  The  appeal  of  Mumimat  Ranee  ITth  of  December,  1868.  The  question 

Sumo  Moyee  y.  Shoehee  Mokhee  Burmo-  involved  related  to  the  operation  of  the 

nta,  Kiito  Nauth  Roy,  and  others,  was  Limitation  qf  Suits  Act,  of  the  Indian 

heard  by  the  Judicial  Committee  on  the  Legialatare^  Na  XIV.  of  1859. 

*  Present : — Lobd  Chelmsfobd,  Sib  James  William  Colvilb,  Sm  Joseph 
Kapub,  and  Snt  Lawbenoe  Peel. 
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com&try ;  that  the  Agents  on  the  same  day  wrote  a  Letter  to  the       J.  0. 
Begistrar  of  the  Privy  Council,  headed  ''  Banee  Sumo  Mayee,  Ap-       1869 
pellant ;  and  Kisto  N(MUh  Bay,  Bespondent/'  asking  him  to  give     m^voiru 
them  notice  when  the  transcript  arrived,  and  to  enter  an  appear- KbtoNauth 

anoe  in  their  names  for  the  Petitioner ;  that  the  appeal  was,  not-       

withstanding  many  inquiries  by  his  Agents,  and  every  diligence  on 
the  part  of  the  Petitioner,  set  down  for  hearing,  and  ultimately 
heard  ex  parte  in  the  absence  of  the  Petitioner,  and  judgment  given 
on  behalf  of  the  Appellant;  that  the  Petitioner  had  ascertained 
that  in  the  certificate  of  the  Begistrar  of  the  Indian  Court  accom- 
panying the  transmission  of  the  Becord  to  EnffJand  the  title  of 
the  appeal  was  given  ^'  Mussumat  Banee  Sumo  Moyee  y.  Shoehee 
Mokhee  Burmonia,"  without  adding  the  words  **  and  others,"  and 
that  in  consequence  of  this  omission  and  mistake  the  appeal  was 
entitled  in  the  same  manner  in  the  record  of  the  Privy  Council 
Office,  and  that  the  Appellant  having  many  other  appeals  pending 
before  the  Privy  Council,  the  Officers  of  the  Privy  Council  were 
(misled  by  such  title,  and  unable  to  give  your  Petitioner  informa- 
tion of  the  steps  taken  in  the  appeal ;  that  there  were  other  parties 
Defendants  in  the  suit,  but  that  the  Petitioner  and  Shoehee  Makhee 
Bwrmonia  alone  appealed  from  the  decree  of  the  High  Court,  and 
that  in  the  proceedings  in  the  Court  below  the  Petitioner's  name 
was  sometimes  used  first,  and  sometimes  the  name  of  Shoehee 
MoTchee  Bwrmonia ;  and  the  Petitioner  stated,  that  he  had  used 
every  diligence  to  have  the  appeal  argued  on  his  behalf  before  the 
Privy  Council,  and  submitted  that  a  rehearing  of  the  appeal  so  heard 
ex  parte  ought^  under  such  circumstances,  to  be  allowed,  and  prayed 
that  he  might  be  at  liberty  to  appear  to  and  argue  such  appeal. 

Mr.  Ifonisfy,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Doyne,  for  the  Petitioner : — 

There  was  a  lond  fide  intention  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner  to 
appear  and  support  the  decree  made  in  Ins  fstvour  by  the  High 
Oourt.  He  had  retained  Counsel,  who  were  to  be  instructed  at  the 
hearing  of  the  appeal.  No  default  can  be  imputed  to  his  Agents 
in  England  for  not  entering  an  appearance,  and^the  hearing  took 
place  under  circumstances  over  wliich  he  had  no.  control.  The 
Petitioner's  Agents  were  misled  by  the  name  of  the  Petitioner 
being  omitted  in  the  title  of  the  appeal  transmitted  from  India, 
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J.  C.       the  fact  being,  that  there  were  other  appeals  then  pendmg  by 

1869       the  same  Appellant  in  which  the  Petitioner  was  not  a  party.    A 

Exparu     rehearing  of  an  api^eal  heard  ex  parte  in  similar  circumstances  was 

Kisiolf AUTH gran^(j Jq R^'undemarain Bae v. Bijai Oovind S%nff(l) ;  Dumaresq 

V.  Le  Hardy  (2).    There  the  law  and  practice  in  such  circumstances 

were  investigated,  and  are  fully  stated  both  in  the  argument  and 
judgment,  and  in  the  notes  appended  by  the  Editor  to  the  report. 

Mr.  Cave,  for  Mussumai  Banee  Sumo  MoyeSy  opposed : — 

Nothing  is  shewn  to^entitle  the  Petitioner  to  the  extraordinary 
relief  now  asked  for,  and  there  does  not  appear  to  have  been  a 
hma  fide  intention  to  enter  an  appearance,  no  step  being  taken 
until  the  Order  in  Council  was  made  reversing  the  decree  of  the 
Court  below.  In  such  circumstances,  the  Court  will  adopt  the  rule 
laid  down  in  The  Singapore  and  The  Hehe  (3) ;  The  Montreal  Assu- 
rance Company  y.  McOiUivray  (4) ;  Matz  v.  Moreau  (5) ;  and  refuse 
the  application. 

1869  Judgment  was  reserved,  and  now  delivered  by 

^^•^'      LoBD  Chelmsford  : — 

This  is  a  petition  for  the  rehearing  of  an  appeal  from  a  decree 
of  the  High  Court  of  Judicature  at  Fort  WiUiam  in  Bengal,  which 
was  heard  ex  parte  on  the  appearance  of  the  Appellant  alone,  and 
in  which  their  Lordships  agreed  to  recommend  to  Her  Majesty 
that  the  appeal  should  be  allowed^  and  the  decree  of  the  Court 
below  be  reversed. 

The  Petitioner,  one  of  the  Eespondents  in  the  appeal,  prays  for 
a  rehearing  on  the  grounds,  that  he  had  fully  intended  to  appear  in 
support  of  the  decree,  and  had  given  instructions  to  his  Agents  in 
England  to  enter  an  appearance  for  him,  and  take  all  necessary 
steps  for  maintaining  the  decree,  but  that  neither  he  nor  his  Agents 
had  any  notice  that  the  appeal  had  been  entered,  nor  were  they 
aware  of  its  having  been  fixed  for  hearing  until  after  the  hearing 
had  taken  place,  and  the  report  made  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council 
had  been  agreed  to. 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  117.  (3)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  378. 

(2)  Ibid.  127.  (4)  13  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  125. 

(5)  13  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  376. 
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In  support  of  the  petition  the  case  of  Bcytmdemarain  Bae  v.       J.  0. 

Bijai  Oovind  Sing  (1)  was  relied  upon  to  shew  that  it  is  competent       1869 

to  their  Lordships,  even  after  a  report  to  the  King  and  the  con-     ExparU 

firmation  of  the  report,  to  recommend  that  there  shall  be  a  re-  ^'^  Nauth 
,       .  ^  Boy. 

neanng.  -^- 

Such  an   unusual    indulgence,  however,  ought    never  to  be 
granted  except  under  very  special  circumstances,  and  only  where 
the  ex  parte  hearing  has  not  been  occasioned  by  any  default  in  the 
party  applying  for  a  rehearing.    The  case  referred  to  was  one  of 
this  exceptional  character.     The  hearing  was  ex  parte  upon  the 
appearance  of  the  Bespondent  aJone,  and  the  Committee,  adopt- 
ing a  form  of  Order  which  had  been  used  on  previous  occasions, 
affirmed  the  decree  of  the  Court  below,  and  dismissed  the  appeal 
with  costs  upon  a  petition  by  the  Appellants  praying  to  have  the 
Order  for  dismissing  the  appeal  and  affirmance  of  the  judgment 
recalled,  and  for  leave  to  prosecute  their  original  petition  of  appeal. 
Their  Lordships  considered  that  a  simple  dismissal  was  to  be  re- 
garded as  the  Order  which  must  have  been  in  their  contemplation, 
and  that  no  more  could  have  been  intended  in  substance,  although 
the  objectionable  form  importing  affirmance  was  followed.    And 
upon  the  application  for  a  rehearing.  Lord  Brougham,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  Committee,  stated  that  the  case  for  indul- 
gence was  a  strong  one,  provided  there  was  power  to  grant  the 
application.    The  parties  were  in&nts  under  the  Court  of  Wards 
in  Calcutta,  and  appeared  by  a  public  functionary  .through  the 
appointment  of  that  Court  as  their  Guardian  ad  litem  ;  this  person 
neglected  the  case  altogether,  and  not  only  did  not  provide  funds 
for  carrying  it  on,  but  absconded  with  funds  in  his  hands  which 
had  been  allowed  for  the  expense  of  the  suit,  and  he  was  not  to  be 
found  when  the  Agent  here  desired  to  communicate  with  him,  nor 
had  he  since  returned.    Their  Lordships,  therefore,  thought  '4n 
the  particular  circumstances  of  the  case,"  His  Majesty  should  be 
advised  to  amend  the  Order,  and  to  let  in  the  Appellants  to  be 
heard,  notwithstanding  the  dismissal,  that  is  to  say,  **  to  restore  the 
appeal,"  but  the  conditions  were  imposed  of  payment  of  the  Be- 
spondent's  costs  occasioned  by  the  default  at  the  time  of  the  ex 
parte  report,  and  also  by  the  application  for  a  rehearing. 

(1)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  117. 
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J.  0.  In  the  present  case  it  cannot  be  truly  alleged  that  the  ex  parte 

1869        hearing  took  place  without  any  default  on  the  part  of  the  Petitioner 
Ex  parte     01  his  Agentfl. 
^^oT^^°™     The  appeal  was  from  a  decision  of  the  High  Court  of  Judicature 

at  Fort  Wittiam  in  Bengal^  in  favour  of  the  Defendants,  in  a  suit 

in  which  Mwswmai  Banee  Sumo  Moyee  was  Plaintiff,  and  Shoshee 
Mokhee  BurmoniOy  the  Petitioner,  Kislo  Nauth  Boy,  and  sereral 
others,  were  Defendants. 

In  the  certificate  of  the  Registrar  of  the  Court  accompanying 
the  transmission  of  the  Becord,  the  only  Defendant  named  in  the 
title  of  the  appeal  was  Shoshee  Mokhee  BurmoniOy  without  the  addi- 
tion of  the  words  "  and  others :"  but  in  the  Record  itself  the  words 
**  and  others "  were  added  to  the  name  of  the  Defendant.  The 
Petitioner's  instructions  to  his  Agents  probably  named  only  himself 
as  the  Respondent  in  the  appeal,  because  a  Letter,  dated  the  23rd 
of  October,  1867,  was  written  by  them  to  the  Registrar  of  the 
Pirivy  Council  in  these  words — 

*'  Banee  Shurno  Moyee,  Appellant, 

and 

Kislo  Navih  Boy,  Respondent, 

In  appeal  from  Bengal. 

'^  We  are  instructed  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  in  the  above 
appeal,  and  shall  be  obliged  by  your  giving  us  notice  when  the 
transcript  of  proceedings  arrives  in  this  country,  and  by  your  enter- 
ing an  appearance  in  due  time  in  our  names  on  behalf  of  the 
Respondent." 

The  Agents  made  inquiries  at  the  Council  Office  on  the  day  this 
letter  was  written,  and  also  subsequently  in  the  same  month  of 
October,  whether  the  Record  in  the  appeal  had  arrived.  As  there 
was  no  appeal  with  the  title  named  in  the  Letter,  they  were  of 
course  answered  in  the  negative.  The  misinformation  as  to  the 
non-arrival  of  the  proceedings  in  this  Country  was  owing  to  the 
inaccurate  description  of  the  appeal  given  by  the  Petitioner  to  his 
Agents.  This  inaccuracy  is  inexcusable,  because  he  knew  perfectly 
well  that  there  were  many  other  Respondents  besides  himself,  and 
that  his  name  did  not  stand  the  first  amongst  the  Defendants  in  the 
title  of  the  suit    All  the  ignorance  of  the  proceedings  taken  on 
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the  part  of  the  Appellant  resulted  from  the  Petitioner  having  thus       J.  C. 
originally  misled  his  Agents  in  his  instructions  to  them.     The        1869 
Agents  themselves,  too,  are  not  wholly  free  from  blame.    They    ^  paru 
should  not  have  been  satisfied  with  having  requested  the  Registrar  K«toNaoth 
to  give  them  notice  of  the  arrival  of  the  proceedings,  which  it  was       — 
no  part  of  the  duty  of  his  office  to  do,  but  they  should  have  exa- 
mined for  themselves  at  the  Council  Office,  and,  having  the  name 
of  the  Appellant  accurately  given,  they  would  have  ascertained 
that  there  was  an  appeal  by  him,  and  upon  the  production  of  the 
proceedings  they  would  have  found  that  to  the  name  of  the  Be- 
spondent  there  were  added  the  words  "  and  others,"  which  would 
have  led  to  a  further  examination,  and  to  the  discovery  that  it  was 
the  appeal  in  which  the  Petitioner  was  interested,  and  in  which 
they  were  instructed  to  appear  for  him.     Under  these  circum- 
stances, to  grant  the  indulgence  of  a  rehearing  to  the  Petitioner 
would  be  to  give  him  the  benefit  of  his  own  and  his  Agents'  default. 

It  is  necessary  to  distinguish  this  case  from  that  of  Madeary  v 
Hill  and  others,  which  was  heard  by  this  Committee  on  the  30th 
of  June,  1868,  and  in  which  their  Lordships  intimated  their  opinion, 
that  the  decree  appealed  from  ought  to  be  varied  and  amended, 
and  directed  minutes  of  the  proposed  report  to  be  prepared  by  the 
Counsel  for  the  Appellant.  This  was  accordingly  done,  and  on  the 
2nd  of  July  the  minutes  were  approved  and  adopted  by  their 
Lordships,  and  were  afterwards,  on  the  7th  of  July,  submitted  to 
Her  Majesty  for  approval.  Immediately  after  the  Order  in  Coun- 
cil had  been  made,  the  Registrar,  in  drawing  the  final  Order, 
discovered  that  the  Appellant's  Solicitor  had  omitted  to  take  out 
and  issue  the  usual  process  requiring  four  out  of  the  five  Bespon- 
dents  to  appear  to  the  appeal,  although  he  had  issued  the  regular 
process  against  the  fifth  Bespondent.  The  Begistrar  reported  this 
fact  to  their  Lordships,  and  on  the  10th  of  July  their  Lordships 
reported  to  Her  Majesty  that  the  Order  of  the  7th  of  July  ought  to 
be  revoked.  The  appeal  then  stood  over  for  further  directions, 
and  the  Appellant  was  ordered  to  serve  a  personal  notice  of  the 
appeal  on  each  of  the  four  Bespondents  who  had  not  appeared. 

The  distinction  between  this  case  and  the  present  is,  that  in 
Madeary  v.  HiU  and  others,  the  Appellant  had  neglected  to  take 
an  essential  step  in  the  appeal,  and  was,  therefore^  not  entitled  to 


280  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVT  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  G.       set  down  the  case  ex  parte  as  against  the  Respondents.     In  the 

1869        present  case,  although  no  appearance  had  been  entered  on  behalf 

Exparte     ^^  *^®  Respondents  or  either  of  them,  the  Appellant  had  done  all 

KwioNauth  ]^q  Y^ag  required  to  do  by  the  practice  and  rules  of  the  Judicial 

Committee,  and  the  omission  and  neglect  is  that  of  the  Petitioner, 

who  now  asks  for  a  rehearing  of  the  appeal.    The  petition  must 
be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Petitioners :  Bischoffy  Coxe,  6b  Bompas. 
Solicitors  for  the  Opponent :  Jttdge  &  Waikins, 


1869 


J.C*       RICHARD  DINES Appellant; 


AND 


Feb.  2.      JAMES  EPHRAIM  WOLFE Respondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  NEW  SOUTH 

WALES. 

Agreement  for  race  according  to  rulen  of  Australian  Jockey  Cluh^  construction  (f 
— Stakes,  action  for,  against  Stakeholder' — New  Trial. 

In  an  action  for  the  reoovery  of  the  amount  of  the  stake  deposited  by  one  of 
the  parties  to  a  Horse  race,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  race,  the  jury  found  for 
the  Plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  the  race,  though  run  under  the  auspices 
of  the  Australian  Jockey  Club,  was  not  run  under  the  Jockey  Club  rules 
as  proyided  by  the  agreement ;  the  Court  below  granted  a  New  Trial  on  the 
ground  that  the  race  was.  properly  run  under  the  agreement : — 

Held,  by  the  Judicial  Gonmiittee,  on  the  construction  of  the  agreement  and 
the  rules  of  the  Jockey  Club  which  it  referred  to,  that  the  finding  of  the  jury 
was  wrong,  and  that  a  New  Trial  was  properly  granted. 

IHIS  was  an  action  brought  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  South 
Wales  by  the  Appellant  against  the  Respondent. 

The  declaration  was  for  money  received  by  the  Respondent  to 
the  use  of  the  Appellant^  and  the  particulars  of  demand  were^  "  To 
amount  of  stakes  deposited  in  the  Defendant's  hands  to  abide 
match  between  KyogU  and  Traveller  (two  race-horses)^  and  won  by 
Tra/veO^,  £1,000." 

*  Presmt : — ^LoBo  CaKLMSFORii,  Sm  Jambs  William  ColtilBi  and  Sib  Joseph 
Napisb. 


Wolfe. 
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The  Respondent's  only  plea  to  the  dedaration  was,  never  in-        J.  o. 

debted ;  on  which  plea  issue  was  joined.  1S69 

It  appeared  at  the  trial,  which  lasted  several  days,  and  was       ^^ 

heard  by  Mr.  Justice  Milfardy  that  the  claim  was  for  money  alleged 

to  be  due  to  the  Appellant  from  the  Bespondent  as  holder  of 

certain  stakes  deposited  with  him  by  the  parties  under  the  follow- 

ing  agreement : — 

''  Memorandum  of  agreement,  made  this  20th  day  of  October, 

1862,  between  Richard  Dines,  Esq.,  of  Singleton,  Owner  of  Kyogle, 

and  T.  M.  Doyle,  Esq.,  Owner  or  namer  of  Traveller,    Witnesseth, 

that  Mr.  Dines  agrees  to  run  a  match  with  Kyoffle,  with  Mr.  Doyle's 

Traveller  J  under  the  following  terms  and  conditions,  viz. : — That 

the  match  shall  be  for  the  sum  of  £500  a-side,  to  be  run  over 

Randwick  Bacecourse  fourteen  days  before  the  BandwicJe  Autumn 

Meeting,  1863.  Distance,  three  miles ;  one  event ;  weight  for  age. 

The  match  to  be  run  under  the  Atistrdlian  Jockey  Club  rules.    The 

>^tch  to  be  run  under  the  auspices  of  the  Australian  Jockey  Clvh 

^^  deposit  of  £100  sterling  a-side  is  now  placed  in  the  hands 

^^James  E.  Wolfe,  hereby  appointed  Stakeholder,  to  bind  the 

S4  that  the  remainder  of  the  money  shall  be  deposited 

\  of  the  Stakeholder  fourteen  days  previous  to  the 

He  event  of  "either  party  failing  to  comply  with  the 

the  sum  now  deposited  shall  be  forfeited  to  the 

'^nns  of  agreement. 

't  shall  be  made  on  the  aforenamed  time, 

jj.m.,  at  Mr.  James  Fvlford^s,  Northumberland 

nd. 

Richard  Dines. 

iios.  Miers.  F.  M.  Doyle. 

James  E.  Wolfe.    Beceived  the  above  £200." 

J.  parties  were  Members  of  the  Australian  Jockey  Club,  the 
es  and  Eegulations  of  which  were  put  in  evidence. 
At  the  trial,  evidence  was  given  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant 
to  shew,  that  the  Horse  Traveller  was  a  five-year-old  Horse,  and 
that,  under  the  regulations  of  the' Australian  Jockey  Club,  and  by 
the  table  of  standard  weights  attached  thereto,  when  running  with 
the  Horse  Kyogle,  did  not  carry  the  weight  allotted  to  a  five-year- 
old  Horse, 
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J.  0.  On  the  part  of  the  Bespondent  eyidence  was  given  to  shew^  that 

1869       a  race  yras  run  on  the  16th  of  April,  1863,  according  to  the  terms 

DiKBs       of  the  aboye  memorandum  of  agreement ;  that  the  Appellant  ob- 

WoLFB.     j^cted  to  the  deposit  being  lodged  with  the  Treasurer  of  the  Aus- 

irodian  Jockey  Clvh,  and  that  it  was  not  until  the  day  after  such 

race  had  been  run  that  the  Appellant  made  the  objection  disclosed 
in  the  following  letter : — 

''Sydney,  ApriOl  16th,  1863. 
"  Gentlemen, — Traveller  having  started  in  this  match  as  a  four- 
year-old,  I  protest  against  him  being  declared  a  winner.     I  can 
produce  Certificates  to  prove  him  five  years  old. 

I  am.  Gentlemen, 

Your  obedient  Servant, 

Bd.  Dines. 
Stewards  of  the  AwlrcdtM  Jockey  Club. 

I  enclose  £5.  Os.  Oi." 

It  appeared  that  on  the  following  day  the  Stewards  of  the  Jockey 
Club  held  an  inquiry  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  their  rules ; 
that  such  meeting  was  several  times  adjourned  for  the  production 
of  further  evidence  on  both  sides ;  that  the  Appellcmt  had  asked 
for  a  further  adjournment,  which  was  refused ;  and  that  on  the 
23rd  of  April,  1863,  the  Stewards  made  the  following  Award : — 

**  The  Stewards  of  the  Avslrcdian  Jockey  Glub,  after  a  full  inves- 
tigation of  the  case,  having  duly  considered  the  evidence  adduced 
by  both  parties  (and  regard  being  had  to  the  Certificate  unani- 
mously and  unhesitatingly  concurred  in  by  three  well  qualified  and 
experienced  Veterinary  Surgeons  who  examined  Traveller's  mouth), 
see  no  reason  to  dissent  from  the  decision  given  by  the  Stewards 
on  a  similar  appeal  in  September  last,  and  now  decide  accordingly 
— ^That  Traveller  was  correctly  described  as  a  four-year-old  horse 
on  the  occasion  in  question.  They,  therefore,  declare  Traveller  to 
be  the  winner  of  the  match." 

Acting  under  threat  of  legal  proceedings  by  Doyle,  the  Owner  of 
the  Horse  Traveller,  the  Eespondent  paid  over  the  stakes  to  him. 

After  the  evidence  on  both  sides  had  been  given,  Mr.  Justice 
MSford  summed  up  the  case,  and  left,  in  effect,  the  following 
questions  to  the  jury:  First,  whether  the  agreement  in  question 


V, 
WOLFB. 
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was    fraudulently  entered   into  by  the  Appellant  ?    Secondly,       j.  c. 
whether  the  Appellant  had  withdrawn  from  the  agreement  which       1869 
he  had  made  to  submit  to  the  arbitration  of  the  Stewards  ?  and,       Van 
thirdly,  whether  there  had  been  a  fair  and  honest  decision  of  the 
Stewards  against  the  Appellant  ?    The  jury  returned  the  following 
special  finding :  First,  we  are  of  opinioD,  that  there  was  no  firaud 
in  the  agreement.    Secondly,  we  think  the  Plaintiff  entitled  to  a 
verdict  of  £500,  inasmuch  as  the  Stewards  of  the  AiMtrdlian  Jockey 
Club  supervised  the  starting  of  the  Horses.    Thirdly,  we  are  of 
opinion  that  the  Stewards  of  the  Austraiian  Joekey  Club  did  not  give 
a  full  and  fair  investigation  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case ;  and 
the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  £500. 

The  Bespondent  afterwards  moYed  for  a  new  trial,  and  obtained 
a  rule  ni9i,  which,  on  the  7th  of  March,  1864,  was  made  absolute, 
and  the  verdict  set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

The  reasons  given  by  the  Court  for  granting  a  new  trial  were 
as  follows : — 

"  We  were  of  opinion,  that  the  race  in  controversy  was  clearly  run 
under  the  rules  of  the  Jockey  Club,  of  which  fact,  the  starting  of 
the  Horses  by  the  Stewards,  the  provision  in  the  agreement  that  it 
should  be  so  run,  and  the  utter  absence  of  any  other  agreement 
between  the  parties,  as  well  as  the  Plaintiff's  protest  coid  reference 
to  the  Stewards  after  the  race,  notwithstanding  his  previous  con- 
duct and  observations,  afford  (we  think)  abundant  proof.  But,  it 
having  been  contracted  that  the  race  should  be  so  run,  and  the 
race  really  having  been  so  run,  the  Plaintiff  was  bound  in  all 
respects  by  those  rales,  and  having  agreed — ^as  both  parties  must 
be  taken  to  have  done — ^that  any  dispute  arising  between  them,  as 
to  that  race,  should  be  decided  jSnally  by  the  Stewards  of  the  Club, 
he  cannot  be  permitted  to  complain  in  a  Court  of  law  that  their  de- 
cision, if  itseK  an  honest  one,  has  been  mistaken.  Such  we  take  to 
be  the  effect  of  all  the  cases  on  this  subject.  The  following  were 
cited  on  the  argument,  and  have  been  considered  by  us :  Benbow 
V.  Jones  (1) ;  BrotDn  v.  Overbury  (2) ;  EUis  v.  Hopper  (3) ;  Parr  v. 
WirUeringham  (4) ;  and  Carr  v.  Martinson  (5).    With  regard  to 

(1)  14  M.  &  W.  193.  (3)  4  Jur.  (N.S.)  1026. 

(2)  11  Ex.  715.  (4)  28  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  123. 

(5)  28  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  126. 
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J.  C.       tLe  fairness  of  the  inquiry^  doubtless  if  it  had  been  dishonestly  con- 
1869        ducted,  or  the  decision  itself  the  result  of  any  improper  and  discre- 
DiNKs       ditable  motive,  a  very  different  issue  would  be  presented.    But  we 
Wolfe       believe  it  to  have  been  conceded  that  no  such  conduct  or  motive 
was  imputed  to  the  Stewards.    Nor  was  it  contended,  as  we  under- 
stood, that  the  finding  of  the  jury  amounted  to,  or  was  meant  to 
convey,  any  such  imputation.    It  simply  expresses  the  opinion,  that 
the  investigation  was  unfair  in  this  sense  only,  that,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, it  was  not  a  full  one.    If  more  was  intended,  it  should 
have  been  expressed,  but  for  this  alone  a  new  trial  would  be  neces- 
sary.   The  answer  to  this  objection  of  insufficiency  in  the  inquiry 
(in  other  words,  to  the  complaint  that  more  time  was  not  afforded 
for  additional  testimony)  is  this,  that  the  Stewards  had  the  discre- 
tion vested  in  them  to  determine  whether  the  evidence  which  had 
been  already  adduced,  in  connection  with  the  examinations  then 
and  on  a  previous  occasion  directed,  was  or  not  sufficient.    The 
rule,  in  short,  is,  in  cases  of  this  kind,  that  no  mere  errors  of  judg- 
ment in  the  decision,  or  in  the  conducting  of  the  inquiry,  wiU 
defeat  the  Award  of  the  Beferees  if  they  have  in  fact  meant  to  do 
right.      We  may  add,  as  we  believe  that  in  delivering  our  oral 
iudgment  we  did,  that  we  do  not  see  how  the  Plaintiff  can  retain 
his  verdict,  even  if  the  race  was  not  run  under  the  rules  of  the 
Club.    For  if  not,  under  what  other  footing,  or  what  agreement 
other  than  the  written  one,  was  it  run  ?    And  since  the  Plaintiff 
did  not  withdraw  his  Horse,  nor  at  any  time  demand  back  his 
stake,  as  on  a  rescinded  agreement,  but  concurred  in  the  running 
of  the  race  in  which  his  Horse  was  confessedly  beaten,  there  would 
be  nothing  (so  far  as  we  can  discover)  to  disentitle  his  adversary  to 
both  stakes,  on  the  assumption  that  the  race  was  not  subject  to  the 
Club  rules  whatever  may  have  been  the  Horse's  age." 

The  appeal  was  from  tliis  Order  making  the  rule  absolute. 

Mr.  Charles  E.  Pollock,  Q.C.,  Mr.  DarvaU,  and  Mr.  C.  Bowen^  for 
the  Appellant : — 

The  special  finding  of  the  jury  was  right,  and  there  was  no  valid 
reason  for  the  Court  ordering  a  New  Trial.  The  race  was  run 
under  those  rules  only  of  the  Attstrdlian  Jockey  Club  which  related 
to  weights  and  ages,  and  not  under  the  rules  which  related  to  the 
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powers  of  the  Stewards.    .The  Stewards  had  no  jurisdiction  or       j.  c. 
authority  to  pronounce  any  decision  as  to  the  age  of  Traveller^  or       i869 
the  weights  he  ought  to  have  carried.    The  question  as  to  the  age       ^J^ 
of  Traveller  was  one  for  a  jury  to  decide,  and  the  jury  did,  in  ^ 

eiffect,  decide  that  the  Traveller  was,  at  the  time  of  the  race,  a        

five-year-old  Horse.  This  case  is  distinguishable  from  MarryaU  v. 
Broderick  (1) ;  there  the  race  was  run  under  certain  rules,  one 
being  that  disputes  were  to  be  settled  by  the  Stewards,  and  it  was 
held  that  a  party  could  not  recover  after  the  race  was  won,  or,  at 
all  events,  unless  he  claimed  the  stakes  before  the  race.  Here 
there  was  no  submission  to  abide  by  the  Award  of  the  Stewards. 
In  that  case  Baron  Parke  says  (2): — "If  the  Stewards  have  be- 
come incompetent  to  decide  the  question,  it  must  be  decided  by 
the  Tribunal  to  which  all  matters  of  fact  are  legally  referable, 
namely,  a  jury.  Even  if  the  Plaintiff  had  given  notice  in  due 
time  that  he  should  require  his  stake  returned,  this  being  a  legal 
Horse  race,  I  have  great  doubts  whether  it  would  be  recoverable." 
It  was  considered  in  the  Court  below,  on  the  authority  of  this  case, 
that  the  protest  ought  to  have  been  before  the  race  was  run,  and, 
therefore,  we  were  barre'd,  but  Lord  Oamj^H,  in  Parr  v.  Winter^ 
ingham  (3),  decided,  that  although  the  Judge  of  a  Horse  race  has 
power  to  decide  finally  who  is  entitled  to  take  the  stakes  as  winner, 
such  power  does  not  accrue  to  him  until  the  race  has  been  run. 
Another  objection  is,  that  the  Stewards  refused  to  receive  material 
evidence  tendered  by  the  Appellant,  and  their  Award  was,  there- 
fore, invalid.  The  evidence  establishes  the  fEu^t  that  the  race  was 
run  without  the  consent  of  both  parties,  the  Appellant,  therefore, 
was  entitled  to  recover  the  £500  staked,  the  agreement  between 
him  and  Doyle  being,  in  effect,  rescinded. 

The  SdUdtor-Qmend  (Sir  John  D.  Cderidge,  Q.C.),  and  Mi\  T. 
Salter  J  for  the  Sespondent,  were  not  called  on. 

Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  delivered  by 

LoED  Chelmsfobd  : — 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  hear  the  learned 
Counsel  for  the  Bespondent  in  this  case. 

(1)  2  M  &  W.  869.         (2)  2  M.  &  W.  872.         (8)  28  L.  J.  (Q.B.)  126. 
Vou  !!•  8  2  A 
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J.  a  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of 

1869       New  South  Wales  granting  a  New  Trial ;  and  the  only  question  to 

p^      be  decided  is,  whether  the  verdict  is  satisfactory,  and  ought  to  be 

-_*•         permitted  to  stand.    The  jury,  by  their  verdict,  found  that  the 

Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  sum  of  £500,  being  the  amount  of  his 

stakes  deposited  to  abide  the  event  of  a  race,  inasmuch  as  the 
Stewards  of  the  Australian  Jockey  Clvh  supervised  the  starting  of 
the  Horses ;  in  other  words,  that  the  Plaintiff  was  entitled  to  his 
own  stakes  back  again,  because  the  race  was  run  under  the 
auspices  of  the  Jockey  Club. 

Now,  if  the  rstce  was  actually  run,  it  is  quite  clear  that  the 
Plaintiff  cannot  be  entitled  to  recover  back  his  stakes.  The  Plain- 
tiff, however,  says  that  the  race  was  the  subject  of  an  agreement, 
and  that  the  race  was  not  run  according  to  that  agreement.  The 
agreement  is  in  these  terms : — "  Mr.  Dines  agrees  to  run  a  match 
with  KyogU  and  Mr.  Doyle's  Traveller,  under  the  following  terms 
and  conditions,  viz.  that  the  match  shall  be  for  £500  a-side,  to 
be  run  over  the  Bandwieh  Racecourse,  fourteen  days  before  the 
Randwieh  Autumn  Meeting,  1863.  Distance,  three  miles;  one 
event ;  weight  for  age.  The  match  to  be  run  under  the  Australian 
Jockey  Clvh  rules.  The  match  to  be  run  under  the  auspices  of  the 
Auetralian  Jockey  Clvh.  That  a  deposit  of  £100  sterling  anside  is 
now  placed  in  the  hands  of  Mr.  James  E,  Wdfe,  hereby  appointed 
Stakeholder,  to  bind  the  match,  and  that  the  remainder  of  the 
money  shall  be  deposited  in  the  hands  of  the  Stakeholder  fourteen 
days  previous  to  the  race ;  and  in  the  event  of  either  party  failing 
to  comply  with  the  above  conditions,  the  sum  now  deposited  shall 
be  forfeited  to  the  party  fulfilling  the  terms  of  the  agreement.** 
Then  there  is  a  stipulation  as  to  the  final  deposit 

The  Plaintiff  gave  evidence  on  the  trial,  that  "When  the 
Jockeys  went  to  the  scales^  after  the  race,  and  TraveUer^s  Jockey 
was  being  weighed,  I  asked  the  weight,  Sst.  9  lbs., — ^that  is  the 
weight  for  four-year-olds.  My  Horse  is  four  years  old,  an  entire 
weight  Sst.  9 lbs.  My  Horse  carried  that  weight.  Before  the 
Jockey  left  the  scales  I  protested  that  the  Horse  was  a  five-year- 
old,  and  had  carried  four-year-old  weight  I  had  a  written  pro- 
test, and  handed  it  in,  because  1  knew  he  was  a  five-year-old.  I 
put  a  £5  note  in  with  it"    This  evidence  clearly  refers,  not  to  the 
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time  at  which  the  weighing  was  taking  place,  but  to  the  day  after        j.  o. 
the  race  was  run,  when,  according  to  a  Letter  to  which  we  have       isad 
been  referred,  the  Plaintiff  protested  against  the  Traveller  being       ddi» 
declared  the  winner,  stated  that  he  could  produce  Certificates  to      »  *- 
prove  that  he  was  fiye  years  old,  and  enclosed  the  sum  of  £5.  -^- 

Now,  if  the  Plaintiff  really  thought  that  the  agreement  had  been 
broken,  and  that  it  would  be  unfair  for  the  other  party  to  run  his 
Horse  without  being  weighted,  we  think  he  ought  to  have  refused 
positively  to  run  the  race.  But  we  cannot  help  observing  that  he 
was  not  unwilliug  that  the  race  should  be  run,  and  if  his  Horse 
had  been  the  winner,  he  most  undoubtedly  would  not  have  objected 
to  receive  the  stakes,  while  he  had  in  reserve  an  objection  which  he 
thought  might  inyalidate  the  race  if  lus  own  Horse  were  the  loser. 

But  the  Plaintiff  also  objects  that  the  race  vras  not  run  under 
the  agreement,  because  the  stakes  were  not  deposited  with  the 
Treasurer  of  the  Jockey  Club.  There  is  no  written  rule  as  to  the 
deposit  of  the  stakes  with  the  Stakeholder  of  the  Jockey  Club,  nor 
is  there  any  evidence  that  there  is  any  inflexible  rule  upon  the 
subject  All  the  evidence  is  contained  in  a  Letter  written  by  the 
Treasurer  to  Mr.  Doyle,  in  which  he  says,  ^'  I  find  that  the  match- 
money  (£1,000) 'has  not  yet  been  paid  into  the  hands  of  the 
Treasurer  of  the  Australian  Jockey  Club  (Mr.  Mariyn).  As  the 
match  is  to  be  run  under  the  management  of  that  body,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  money  should  be  lodged  vdth  the  Treasurer 
previous  to  starting." 

It  appeared  by  the  evidence  that  it  was  the  Plaintiff  who  refused 
to  allow  the  money  to  be  paid  over  to  the  Treasurer.  Mr.  Laekie, 
who  is  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Jockey  Club,  said  **  before  the 
race,  the  Stewards  doubted  about  acting,  not  having  the  stakes.  It 
was  put  to  the  Owners  and  Stakeholder  that  the  money  should  be 
given  to  the  Treasurer.  They  were  all  present.  All  fell  into  the 
arrangement  except  Dines.  Wolfe  was  agreeable,  if  indemnified. 
Doyle  also  consented.  The  stakes  were  not  handed  over.  The 
Stewards  thought  it  better  that  the  race  should  be  run,  and  the 
money  remain.  The  race  was  then  run.''  Therefore,  supposing  it 
to  be  a  rule  of  the  Jockey  Club  that  the  stakes  shall  be  deposited 
with  their  Stakeholder,  the  Plaintiff  agreed  to  run  the  race  under 
the  rules  of  iJie  Jockey  Club,  and  of  course  under  this  rule  as  to 
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J.  GL       the  deposit  of  the  stalces  as  one  of  them.    Could  he,  then,  take 
1809       advantage  of  his  own  non-compliance  with  the  rule,  to  demand  his 
]Q^[^      stakes  back  again?    Pat  the  case  another  way.    The  Plaintiff 
WcoLML      <^^  to  1^^  ^^^  i'^^^  according  to  the  roles ;  he  mnst^  therefore, 
—       be  taken  to  have  known  that  the  deposit  of  the  stakes  with  the 
Stakeholder  of  the  Club  was  one  of  those  roles.    But  he  agreed 
to  appoint  Wdf^  to  be  the  Stakeholder,  and  he  paid  his  £500  to 
Wdfe  according  to  the  agreement.    This  sum  most  be  taken  to  be 
in  Wolfe's  hands  to  abide  the  erent  under  the  agreement ;  and  the 
agreement  incorporates  the  rules  of  the  Jockey  Club.    Therefore, 
the  Plaintiff  himself,  knowing  this  rule,  has  expressly  agreed  that 
that  rule  shall  not  enter  into  the  agreement  between  him  and 
BayUy  and  that  the  money  shall  be  deposited  vrith  another  Stake- 
holder.   It  isy  therefore,  quite  impossible  that  he  can,  after  the 
race  has  been  run  under  that  agreement,  object  that  the  race  was 
improperly  run,  and  that  it  was  no  race  at  all,  because  the  money 
had  not  been  paid  orer  to  the  Stakeholder  of  the  Jockey  Club 
under  their  rules. 

Assuming  that  such  an  objection  might  have  been  made  (it  would 
have  been  a  very  extraordinary  thing  if  it  could  have  been  under 
the  circumstances) ;  but  assuming  that  an  objection  might  have 
existed,  can  it  be  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Plaintiff,  consider- 
ing his  conduct  after  the  race,  that  it  was  competent  to  him  to 
make  such  an  objecticm  to  DcyU  being  entitled  to  the  amount  of 
the  money  which  depended  upon  the  race  ?  The  67th  Eule  of  the 
Club  (it  may  as  well  be  mentioned,  although  the  case  does  not 
depend  upon  it)  is  in  these  terms :  ''  When  the  qualification  of  any 
Horse  is  objected  to  before  starting,  the  Owner  must  produce  a 
Certificate,  or  other  proper  document  or  evidence,  to  the  Stewards 
or  Clerk  of  the  course  before  the  race  is  run,  to  prore  the  qualifi- 
cation of  the  Horse."  It  is  impossible  to  avoid  the  observation 
that»  if  the  Plaintiff  really  meant  to  object  to  the  age  of  Traveller^ 
he  should  have  followed  this  rule,  and  should  have  stated  his  ob- 
jection to  the  age  of  tlie  Horse,  and  required  the  Owner  to  produce 
a  Certificate  of  his  age  before  the  starting.  He  did  nothing  of  the 
kind.  Then  the  Bule  goes  on  thus :  ^  And,  if  he  should  start  his 
Horse  without  so  doing,  the  prize  shall  be  withheld  for  a  period  to 
be  fixed  upon  by  the  Stewards,  at  the  expiration  of  which  time,  if 
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the  qualification  be  not  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Stewards  J.  C 
he  shall  not  be  entitled  to  the  prize^  though  his  Horse  shall  have  1869 
come  in  first,  but  it  shall  be  given  to  the  owner  of  the  second  jyjsBB 
Horse.    When  the  qualification  is  objected  to  after  starting,  the      ^  •• 

person  making  the  objection  must  prove  the  disqualification.''     This       

condition  applies  to  Mr.  Dines*  case. 

The  68th  rule  is  this :  *^  When  the  age  or  qualification  of  a 
Horse  is  objected  to,  either  before  or  after  the  running,  the  Stewards 
shally  if  they  think  fit,  order  an  examination  of  the  Horse's  mouth 
by  competent  persons,  and  call  for  all  such  evidence  as  they  may 
require,  and  their  decision  shall  be  final."  And  the  69th:  "Any 
person  requiring  a  Horse's  mouth  to  be  examined  must  pay  the 
expense  of  such  examination,  unless  the  Horse  is  proved  to  be  of 
the  wrong  age,  in  which  case  such  expense  shall  be  paid  by  the 
owner  of  the  said  Horse."  Now  the  Plaintiff  says,  "  I  had  an 
objection  to  this  race  as  being  of  no  value  at  all — no  race  at  all." 
But  did  he  stand  upon  that  objection  ?  No !  On  the  day  after 
the  race  he  writes  a  Letter  to  the  Stewards  of  the  Australian  Jockey 
Clvh  in  these  terms :  "  Gentlemen, — Traveller  having  started  in  this 
match  as  a  four-year-old,  I  protest  against  him  being  declared  a  win- 
ner. I  can  produce  Certificates  to  prove  him  five  years  old.  I  am, 
Gentlemen,  your  obedient  Servant,  Richard  Bines,    I  enclose  £5." 

What  is  the  fair  and  reasonable  effect  of  this  Letter  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case  ?  It  is  perfectly  clear  that  it  amounts 
to  an  acknowledgment  that  the  race  was  run  under  the  rules  of 
the  Jockey  Club,  the  Plaintiff  insisting  upon  one  of  those  rules 
and  his  right  to  take  advantage  of  it,  and  to  take  advantage  of  it 
precisely  in  the  manner  prescribed  by  the  rules.  He  remits  the 
question  therefore  to  the  Committee  of  the  Jockey  Club  under 
these  particular  rules.  The  jury,  constituting  themselves  a  Tri- 
bunal of  appeal  from  the  Jockey  Club,  say,  that  they  are  of 
opinion  that  the  Stewards  of  the  Australian  Jockey  CXvb  did  not 
give  a  full  and  fair  investigation  of  the  circumstances  of  the  case. 
But,  by  the  68th  rule,  the  Stewards  are  to  judge  of  the  evidence 
which  is  sufficient  to  satisfy  their  minds  upon  the  subject  referred 
to  them,  for  **  the  Stewards  shall,  if  they  think  fit,  order  an  exami- 
nation of  the  Horse's  mouth,  by  competent  persons,  and  call  for  all 

such  evidence  as  they  may  require,  and  their  decision  shall  be  final." 
Vol.  1L  8  2  B 
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J.  0.  Therefore,  even  supposing  the  Stewards  had  dealt  with  the 

]^       evidence  in  a  very  different  manner  from  that  in  which  they  appear 

DiNEB       to  have  done,  still,  they  being  the  judges  as  to  what  evidence  is  to 

WoLPB.      satisfy  their  minds,  they  must  decide  for  themselves,  and  their 

decision  is  to  be  final. 

But  there  was  no  want  of  a  full  examination  on  the  part  of  the 
Stewards,  but  the  contrary.  The  ground  for  denying  that  the 
investigation  was  a  full  and  fair  one  is  that  the  Stewards  refused 
to  adjourn  upon  the  application  of  the  Plaintiff,  who  desired  to 
examine  further  witnesses.  It  appears  that  upon  the  first  day  of 
the  inquiry  the  Plaintiff  gave  his  evidence,  and  handed  in  several 
Certificates  to  prove  the  age,  foaling,  and  branding  of  the  Horse. 
For  what  purpose  did  he  require  an  adjournment  ?  The  Certifi- 
cates had  been  admitted.  He  had  the  full  benefit  of  them.  They 
probably  were  not  the  best  evidence;  but  there  they  were,  and 
they  were  in  his  favour.  He  required  an  adjournment  in  order 
that  he  might  examine  as  witnesses  the  persons  who  had  sent  the 
Certificates  and  who  were  up  the  country.  Therefore,  he  only 
wanted  to  confirm  the  Certificates  by  viva  voce  testimony ;  and  we 
do  not  think  it  was  at  all  unreasonable  for  the  Stewards  to  say 
"We. have  had  the  Certificates.  We  know  precisely  all  that  these 
witnesses  can  tell  us  upon  the  subject ;  therefore,  we  require  no 
further  evidence  than  that  which  is  before  us,  which  enables  us  to 
come  to  a  satisfactory  decision." 

The  result  is  this,  that  the  Plaintiff  could  not  under  any  view  of 
the  case  be  entitled  to  a  verdict.  If  there  were  no  decision  at  all 
of  the  Stewards,  or  if  their  decision  was  insufficient  on  any  ground, 
still,  if  the  race  was  run,  the  Plaintiff  cannot  recover  his  stakes 
back  again.  And  he  could  not  be  entitled  to  recover  the  whole  of 
the  stakes  without  a  decision  in  his  favour  as  to  the  age  of 
Traveller,  which  he  has  failed  to  obtain. 

Under  these  circumstances,  there  can  be  no  doubt  whatever  that 
tlie  New  Trial  was  properly  granted  by  the  Supreme  Court;  and, 
therefore  this  appeal  must  be  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant:  £Z72«,  Parker  &  Clarke. 
Solicitor  for  the  Sespondent :  B,  Beddome* 
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ALEXANDRE  l^DOUARD  KIEEZKO WSKI .    Appellant  ;         J.  0  * 

AKD  1868 

JEAKBAPTISTETH:60PHILED0RI0Nand)„  JD^.4. 

ZEPHIE  DORION  ........    JR^^^ondents.       _ 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOR  LOWER 

CANADA. 

Olc^  French  Lam — Lower  Canada,  CivU  Code  of^Statvies  of — Loan — Bond — 
Usurious  contract — Assignmeni  of  right  of  action. 

Exposition  and  examination  of  the  Usury  Laws  of  Lower  Canada, 

In  an  action  brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  alleged  to  have  been  paid  in 
excess  upon  a  Contract  for  a  loan  of  £4,875,  made  in  the  year  1845,  of  which 
£3,325  only  was  paid  to  the  borrowers,  the  balance,  £1,500,  being  retained 
by  the  Agent  of  the  lender  as  a  honus  or  premium ;  no  sufiBcient  proof  being 
given  of  the  lender's  knowledge  of  the  retention  of  such  honus  or  premium 
(which  was  claimed  by  the  Agent  retaining  it  for  alleged  services  performed 
in  obtaining  the  loan)  and  no  excess  of  payment  on  account  of  interest  proved 
before  the  year  1853,  when  the  law  of  usury  in  Canada  was  altered :  such 
action  held  not  sustainable,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  * 
in  Canada^  reversing  a  previous  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  upheld, 
though  on  grounds  different  from  those  stated  by  the  Court  of  Queen*s 
Bench. 

By  the  old  French  law,  which  fonnerly  prevailed  in  Lower  Canada,  when. 

upon  an  usurious  Contract  the  principal  and  legal  interest  had  been  fully  paid, 

^      any  money  afterwards  received  by  the  lender  beyond  the  legal  amount  due 

could  be  recovered  back ;  a  right  of  action,  therefore,  vested  in  the  person 

80  paying  such  usurious  interest. 

By  Article  1,570  of  the  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada  such  right  of  action 
is  assignable,  the  only  exception  being.  In  the  case  of  **  Judges,  Advocates, 
Attorneys,  Clerks,  Sheriffs,  Bailiffs,  and  other  Officers  connected  with  Courts 
of  Justice,"  who  are  prohibited  by  Article  1,485  of  the  same  Code  from 
becoming  **  buyers  of  litigious  rights  which  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Court  in  which  they  exercise  their  functions." 

By  the  Statute  law  relating  to  usury  formerly  in  force  in  Lower  Canada 
(17  Geo.  3,  c.  3,  sect.  5),  interest  at  the  rate  of  6  per  cent,  only  was  allowed, 
and  all  Contracts  whereupon  a  greater  interest  was  reserved  were  declared  void, 
and  the  parties  directly  or  indirectly  taking  a  higher  rate  made  liable  to  a 
penalty  to  the  amount  of  treble  the  value  of  the  moneys  lent.  The  16  Yict. 
c.  80,  enacts,  that  no  Contract  thereafter  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of 
money,  made  at  any  rate  of  interest  whatsoever,  and  no  payment  in  pur- 


*  Preset*/ :— Lord  Chblmsfosd,  Sm  Jambs  Willuk  Colyile,  Tbb  Lobd 
JusncK  Wood,  and  Thb  Lobd  Jusnos  Selwtk. 
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J.  0.  suance  thereof,  should  make  the  party  to  snch  contract  liable  to  any  loss,  for- 

10AO  feiture,  or  penalty,  or  proceeding  civil  or  criminal,  for  any  usury,  any  law  or 


custom  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding ;  but  provides,  that  every  such  Con- 
tract shall  be  void  so  far  only  as  relates  to  any  excess  of  interest  above  6  per 
j^^v  cent    The  effect  of  this  Act  is,  that  an  usurious  Contract  no  longer  subjects 

._ '  a  party  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture,  but  is  invalid  only  so  £Bur  as  it  stipulates 

for  more  than  6  per  cent,  interest 

SembUy  that  an  action  brought  after  the  passing  of  this  Act  to  recover  such 
excess  of  payment  could  not  properly  be  called  ''  a  dvil  proceeding  for  usury,*^ 
though  brought  on  account  of  usuiy,  the  Act  pointing  to  a  proceeding  upon 
the  fact  of  usury  itself,  and  not  upon  claims  which  resulted  from  it 

lEGE!  question  in  this  appeal  was,  T^hetlier  the  Appellant  was 
entitled  to  recover  back  from  the  Bespondents  a  sum  of  money 
which  he  alleged  was,  in  the  year  1854,  overpaid  by  himself  and 
others  (through  whom  he  claimed)  to  the  Bespondents  in  respect  of 
a  loan  made  by  Dame  CoudifMau  to  the  Appellant  and  others  in 
November,  1845,  and  which  Contract  was  alleged  by  him  to  have 
been  in  its  nature  usurious. 

On  the  11th  of  November,  1845,  by  a  Bond  or  Obligation 
executed  at  Mwdreal  before  Notaries,  the  Appellant,  acting  for 
himself  and  his  Wife,  Dame  Louise  AurSie  Debartzch,  Lewis  Thomas' 
Drummond,  Esquire,  Advocate,  Dame  Josephte  Elmire  Debartzehy 
his  Wife,  Samuel  ComwaMis  Monk,  Esquire,  Advocate,  Dame  Boeaiie 
Caroline  Debartzohy  his  Wife,  Edward  Bylvedre^  Count  of  Botter' 
mwndy  and  Dame  Marguerite  Cordelia  Debartzch,  his  Wife,  acknow- 
ledged that  he  owed  to  Dame  Coueineau,  the  Widow  of  Charles* 
Dorion,  represented  in  the  Bond  by  the  Bespondents  Jean  BaptUle 
ThiophUe  Dorion,  her  Attorney,  a  sum  of  £4,875  currency,  for 
money  lent  by  Dame  CousineaUy  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  tho 
borrowers  to  pay  off  certain  debts  secured  by  mortgages  affecting  the 
real  estate  given  to  them  by  the  Hon.  Dominique  Debartzeh,  and  by 
this  Obligation  the  sum  of  £1,500,  part  of  the  £4,875,  was  acknow- 
ledged to  be  paid  to  the  Appellant,  and  the  sum  of  £3,375,  residue 
of  £4,875,  was  to  be  paid  by  Dame  Cousineau  to  the  Appellant, 
together  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  Obligation,  so  soon  as 
that  sum  should  be  received  from  the  Corporation  of  Montreal, 
on  certain  Bonds  of  which  it  was  secured;  and  by  such  Bond 
or  Obligation  the  sum  of  £4,875  was  agreed  to  be  paid  to  Dame 
Cousineau  at  the  end  of  eight  years,  with  interest  payable  an- 
nually ;  and  it  was  agreed,  that  in  case  the  borrowers  should  fail 
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poBctoally  to  pay  the  interest,  the  capital  sum  due  on  the  Obli-       J.  0. 
gation  should  immediately  become  payable.  1868 

By  another  Obligation,  executed  on  the  same  day  before  Notaries,  Ezxazso^ran 
the  Appellant  for  himself,  and  as  Attorney  of  the  same  persons  as     dq^q^ 
those  for  whom  he  acted  in  the  matter  of  the  before-mentioned        ^^ 
Obligation,  acknowledged  that  he  owed  to  the  Bespondent,  Jecm  B, 
T.  Dorian^  as  Curator  to  the  substitution  created  under  the  Will  of 
the  late  Jaeques  Darioth  his  Uncle,  a  further  sum  of  £3,626. 88. 6d^ 
which  the  Appellant  and  those  for  whom  he  acted  agreed  to  pay 
back  to  that  Bespondent  after  eight  years,  with  interest  to  be  paid 
thereon  half-yearly. 

The  £3,375  agreed  to  be  advanced  by  Dame  Omuineau  as  part 
of  the  consideration  for  the  first  Obligation,  and  the  whole  of  the 
sum  of  £3,626.  Ss.  6d.y  the  consideration  for  the  second  Obligation^ 
were  adyanced  to  the  borrowers,  and  the  £Etct  of  the  advance  of 
these  sums  was  not  in  dispute  in  the  action  under  appeal 

With  respect,  however,  to  the  sum  of  £1,500,  part  of  the  £4,875 
mentioned  in  the  first  Obligation,  and  which  the  Appellant  himself 
acknowledged  before  Notaries  that  he  received  in  their  presence 
from  Dame  Cottsinecm,  the  Appellant  alleged,  that  this  sum  was 
never  advanced  or  paid  at  all,  but  was  retained  by  the  Bespondent, 
Jean  B.  T.  Dorian,  whilst  the  Bespondents  insisted  that  the  £1,500 
was  hondfide^Bid  to  the  Appellant  as  stated  in  the  first  Obligation, 
but  that  the  Appellant  and  his  co-borrowers  afterwards  paid  to 
the  Bespondent,  Jean  B.  T.  Darion,  a  sum  of  £1,500  for  his  own 
sole  use,  and  for  his  personal  services  in  connection  with  the 
above  loans,  and  that  he  applied  that  sum  accordingly,  without 
accounting  for  any  part  thereof  to  Dame  Cousineau. 

L(nnm  AurSlie  BAmizeh^  the  Wife  of  the  Appellant,  died  in  the 
year  1850,  having  by  her  Will  appointed  him  her  universal  lega- 
tee in  usufruct,  and  having  given  the  corpiM  of  her  property  to 
her  children  surviving  her  Husband.  There  were  two  children 
issue  of  the  marriage,  and  the  Appellant  was  appointed  their 
guardian. 

It  appeared  that  the  interest  on  the  aggregate  sum  of  £4,875 

having  on  two  occasions  previous  to  the  year  1849  iiEtllen  into 

arrear,  actions  were  brought^  in  1848  and  1852,  by  Dame  Coviwneau 

against  the  Appellant  and  his  co-borrowers,  and  judgment  sufiered 

3  2  G  2 
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JiO.       to  go  by  default    Further  proceedings  were  had  between  the 
1868       parties,  whereby  the  time  for  payment  of  the  sums  secured  by  the 
KiEBZKowsKi  above-mentioned  two  several  Obligations  was  extended. 
Domox  ^  *^®  early  part  of  the  year  1853,  Dame  Oousineau  died,  having 

by  her  Will  appointed  the  Respondents  and  Eustaehe  Dorian^  her 

Sons,  her  universal  Legatees,  the  latter  of  whom  afterwards  ceded 
to  the  Eespondent,  Jean  B.  T.  Borion,  all  his  rights  in  his  Mother's 
succession.  At  the  period  of  Dame  Comineav^s  death  a  large 
balance  was  due  to  her  on  the  above  Obligation. 

On  the  7th  of  May,  1853,  shortly  after  the  death  of  Dame 
CousineaUf  a  deed  was  executed  by  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drummond^  the 
Count  and  Countess  de  Rottermundj  and  the  Respondent,  Jean  B. 
T.  Dorian,  acting  for  the  Legatees  of  Dame  Oousineau,  whereby 
the  first^mentioned  parties,  in  consideration  of  a  payment  of  £1,500, 
and  £500  for  costs  on  account  of  the  Bond  of  the  11th  of  October, 
1845,  and  also  in  consideration  of  the  Dorians  granting  a  delay  of 
fbur  years  to  pay  the  capital  of  the  two  sums  of  £4,875  and  £3,626, 
bound  themselves  to  pay  the  interest  on  the  11th  of  November 
then  next,  and  at  the  end  of  four  years  to  pay  off  the  two  Obli- 
gations in  one  payment;  and  by  that  instrument  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Drummand  gave  a  fresh  security  to  the  Dorians  for  the  debt  by 
mortgaging  other  property  belonging  to  them  at  MonireaL 

In  September,  1855,  Mr.  Justice  Mbnddd  became  purchaser  of 
a  portion  of  the  property  belonging  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drummondy 
'  and  the  purchase-money  was  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal and  interest  due  on  the  Obligation  of  the  11th  of  November, 
1845. 

By  a  deed,  dated  the  18th  of  March,  1862,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drumr 
mand,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Monk,  and  the  Widow  of  Count  de  Battermund, 
granted  and  assigned  all  their  rights  to  the  Appellant  to  rescind 
the  first  Obligation  on  the  ground  of  usury,  or  otherwise  to  sue 
for  or  recover  the  sum  of  £1,500,  or  other  moneys  paid  in  respect 
of  the  aforesaid  Obligation. 

Accordingly  in  October,  1862,  an  action  was  instituted  in  the  Su- 
pterior  Court  of  Lov?er  Canada  (District  of  Montreal)  by  the  Appel- 
lant, suing  as  well  in  his  own  name  personally  as  usufructuary  of  the 
property  of  the  late  Dame  Louise  Debartzch,  his  Wife,  and  as  Assig-  ' 
nee  (cessionaire)  of  the  Hon.  L.  T.  Drummond,  and  /.  E.  Debartzch, 
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Tiis  Wife,  the  Hon.  8.  C.  Monk,  and  JZ.  O.  DAartzch^  his  Wife,  and      -  j.  o. 
Dame  Marguerite  Carddia  Debarizehy  Widow  of  the  late  E.  Sylvedre       1868 
Count  (Z6  Bottermwndy  and  also  as  Tutor  of  his  minor  children,  lega-  kiemowsu 
iaires  en  propriete  of  "the  property  left  by  their  Mother,  against     j^*^- 
the  Bespondents,  of  whom  Jean  B,  T,  Dorion  was  stated  to  be       — 
sued  as  well  personally,  as  heir  and  legatee  of  his  Mother,  the  late 
Dame  (htmneau^  and  as  eessumnaire  of  his  Brother^  Eustache  Dorion, 
The  declaration  stated,  in  substance,  to  the  effect  before  stated, 
and,  by  a  schedule  appended  to  it,  purported  to  make  out  that  the 
sums  paid  in  respect  of  the  Obligations,  in  excess  of  the  sum  actually 
adyanced  and  lawful  interest  on  it,  amounted  to  £5,829.  lOa.,  and 
concluded  as  follows : — "  That  by  yirtue  of  what  was  above  stated,  the 
Appellant  was  well  entitled  to  reclaim  from  the  Defendants,  jointly 
and  severally,  the  sum  of  £5,329.  10^.    Wherefore  the  Plaintiff 
concludes  to  the  effect,  that  the  Defendants  be  condemned  to  pay 
him  jointly  and  severally  the  said  sum  of  £5,329.  lOii.,  with  interest, 
and  the  costs  of  the  present  action." 

The  Bespondents  severed  in  their  defence  to  the  action.  The 
Bespondent,  Jean  B,  T.  Dorion^  admitted  by  his  pleas,  that  he  had 
received  the  sum  of  £1,500  from  the  Appellant  and  the  person  repre- 
sented by  him,  but  he  stated  that  Dame  Covwnean  had  never  bar- 
gained  for  or  exacted  any  honins  or  usurious  interest  whatever  on  the 
loan,  and  that  she  had  never  authorized  him  as  her  Attorney,  either 
directly  or  indirectly,  to  bargain  for  or  exact  any  lonw  or  usurious 
premium  for  making  or  in  respect  of  the  loan,  and  that  she  had 
never  ratified  or  approved  of  any  agreement  by  virtue  of  which  the 
honus  or  usurious  interest  had  been  exacted  or  required  of  the 
borrowers  in  respect  of  the  loan ;  but  he  stated  that,  on  his  own 
responsibility  and  on  his  own  behalf,  without  the  knowledge  of 
Dame  CoueineaUy  in  return  for  having  been  instrumental  in  obtain- 
ing the  consent  of  Dame  CormneoAA  to  the  aforesaid  loan,  and  as  for 
compensation  for  trouble  taken  by  him  in  the  interest,  and  for  the 
advantage  of  the  borrowers  in  respect  of  tl^e  loan,  he  had,  about  the 
11th  of  November,  1845,  but  previous  to  that  day,  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  the  borrowers  by  which  they  bound  themselves  to 
pay  to  him,  as  a  reward,  a  hontie  of  £1,500,  exclusive  of  a  sum  of 
£25  which  they  had  agreed  to  pay  for  the  fees  of  Counsel  employed 
by  Dame  Cormneau  in  examining  certain  title  deeds  connected  with 
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'  J.  a  the  loan ;  and  lie  further  stated,  that  the  lonus  was  his  own,  and 
1868  that  he  had  never  accounted  for  the  same  to  any  one,  and  he  denied 
Eamffmxi  ^^^  accuracy  of  the  Plaintiff's  accounts,  and  alleged  that  there  was 
jy^  still  owing  to  the  Defendants  on  the  loan  more  than  £3,500 ;  and 
-^  the  Defendant^  in  his  pleas,  stated  that  the  Appellant  and  those 
through  whom  he  claimed  had  confirmed  the  Obligation  in  manner 
hereinbefore  stated,  and  that  the  judgments  hereinbefore  men- 
tioned had  been  recorded  against  them. 

The  other  Bespondent,  ZifhirDorion,  stated  in  his  pleas,  that 
his  Mother  (Dame  Cousineau)  had  advanced  to  the  Appellant  the 
full  amount  of  the  money  specified  in  the  Obligation  signed  in  her 
favour,  and  that  the  Appellant  and  the  persons  represented  by  him 
had  at  all  times  acknowledged  this'  loan  as  valid.  That  if  a  pre- 
mium of  £1,500  was  ever  paid  to  Jean  B.  21  Darion  when  he  made 
the  above  loan,  it  had  been  without  the  auihcHrity,  knowledge,  or 
consent  of  Dame  ChusineaUf  for  whom  he  acted  as  Agent  in  one  of 
the  loans,  and  that  she  never  received  any  part  of  this  premium ; 
and  that  if  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion  entered  into  an  agreement  with  bor- 
rowers as  to  the  payment  to  him  of  a  premium.  Dame  Causineau 
was  never  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  such  an  agreement,  and  that  ha: 
estate  could  not  be  made  liable  in  that  respect,  and  he  renounced 
and  disclaimed  all  interest  in  respect  of  the  £1,500,  and  denied  that 
he  had  ever  received  any  part  of  it,  and  stated  that  a  sum  of  £3,500 
was  still  due  on  the  Bond. 

The  replication  to  each  of  the  pleas  put  in  issue  the  statements 
therein  contained,  and  averred  that  there  never  had  been,  and 
could  not  be,  any  valid  ratification  of  such  a  usurious  transaction 
as  that  complained  of,  and  stated  that  proceedings  to  recover  the 
over-payments  alleged  to  have  been  made  as  aforesaid^  had  not 
sooner  been  taken  because  the  Appellant  and  his  co-borrowers 
despaired  of  being  able  to  prove  the  alleged  usury  until  the  Be- 
spondent,  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion,  himself  lately  deposed  in  the  suit  of 
^'MUeheU  v.  Dorion,'  in  which  he  was  examined  as  a  witness,  that 
the  £1,500  had  been  paid  to  Dame  Coueineau  pursuant  to  an  agree- 
ment with  her  to  that  effect. 

Evidence  was  adduced  to  prove,  that  the  sum  of  £1,500  ought  to 
be  deducted  from  the  £4,875  secured  by  the  first  Bond,  and  to  be 
treated  as  having  been  retained  by  Dame  Cousineau.    The  Appel- 
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lant  relied  mainly  upon  the  deposition  made  by  the  Respondent,       j.  c. 
Jean  JB.  T.  Dorion^  in  the  suit  of  "  MUdheU  v.  Dorion,''  but  the  state-       ises 
ments  then  made  by  him  were  alleged  to  hare  been  explained  by  him  KaracowsK 
in  cross-examination,  and  shewn  to  have  been  erroneous,  and  it  was      ^  ^* 
proved  (as  the  Bespondents  contended)  that  the  Bespondent,  Jean       — 
JB.  T.  Dorian,  did  not  retain  the  £1,500  on  account  of  Dame  Cat^ 
sineau,  or  out  of  the  moneys  secured  to  her  by  the  first  Bond,  but 
that  the  whole  of  the  sums  of  £4,875  and  £3,626. 8s.  6d.  respec- 
tiyely  were  paid  by  the  Bespondent,  Jean  B.  21  Dorianj  to  the 
borrowers,  or  to  other  persons  by  their  direction  and  on  their  ac- 
count, and  that  the  sum  of  £1,500  was  raised  by  contribution 
among  the  borrowers,  and  was  afterwards  paid  to  the  Bespondent, 
Jean  B.  T.  Dorian,  in  consideration  of,  and  as  remuneration  for, 
services  rendered  by  him  in  respect  of  the  two  loans  of  £4,875  and 
£3,626.  88.  6(2.  respectively,  and  not  the  first  of  them  only,  and 
that  Dame  Oousineau  never  herself  stipulated  for,  nor  ever  autho- 
rized him  to  exact  or  receive,  the  sum  of  £1,500,  and  never  either 
herself,  or  by  her  Agents,  received  any  portion  of  it;   that  she 
never  knew  that  any  honm  or  premium  was  paid  to  the  Bespon- 
dent, Jean  B.  T.  Dorion,  and  that  he  never  accounted  either  to 
her  or  to  his  co-legatees  for  such  sum  of  £1,500,  or  any  part 
thereof. 

The  action  v^eA  tried  in  the  Superior  Court  before  Mr.  Justice 
SmUh,  The  judgment  of  that  Court,  delivered  on  the  Slst  of  Decem- 
ber, 1863,  was,  in  substance,  as  follows : — ^*  Considering  that  the 
Plaintiff  hath  fully  proved  the  &ct8  that  at  the  time  of  the  effect- 
ing of  the  loan  to  the  Plaintiff  and  his  co-Migee,  as  stated  in  the 
declaration,  by  and  through  the  agency  of  the  Plaintiff,  by  Dame 
Oawinea/a,  on  the  11th  of  November,  in  the  year  1845,  for  the 
sum  of  £4,875  current  moneys,  being  part  €ind  parcel  of  a  larger 
loan  then  effected  by  the  parties,  she.  Dame  Cousineau,  did  exact 
£x>m  the  Plaintiff  and  his  oa-MigA,  through  their  Agent  aforesaid, 
a  sum  of  £1,500  currency,  in  the  nature  of  a  honue  or  premium, 
or  usurious  interest,  and  which  sum  of  £1,500  was  then  and  there 
exacted  and  deducted  from  the  sum  of  £4,876,  the  sum  for  which 
the  loan  was  effected  from  Dame  Ckm^ineaa,  upon  which  total  sum, 
including  £1,500,  Dame  Cowinea/a  and  her  representatives  have 
exacted  and  received  interest:  And  further,  seeing  that  Dame 
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J.  G.       Catidneau  did,  in  truth,  advance  to  A.  E,  Kieniawski^  acting  for 

1868       himself  in  his  own  name,  and  as  the  Agent  as  aforesaid  of  his  eo- 

^jMB^wtKL  obligh  named  in  the  Obligation,  representatives  of  the  late  Hon. 

j^'         Pierre  Damintqtte  DAartzchy  the  sum  only  of  £3,325  currency,  and 

not  the  sum  of  £4,875,  as  stated  in  the  Obligation  of  the  11th  of 

November,  1845,  and  that  the  sum  of  £1,500  was  so  illegally  and 
nsuriously  taken  and  received  by  Dame  Oousineau  contrary  to  law 
and  to  the  Statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided;  And  further, 
considering,  that  at  the  date  of  the  institution  of  this  action  the 
Defendants  had  exacted  and  received  &om  the  Plaintiff  and  his 
echMiff^,  his  eedantSf  Debtors  named  in  the  same  Obligation,  diveis 
sums  of  money  upon  the  obligation,  amounting  at  the  date  of  service 
of  process  in  this  cause,  with  interest^  to  the  sum  of  £3,958.  6ir.  Od. 
over  and  above  the  amoimt  really  and  legally  due  to  the  Defendants, 
and  that  A.  JEL  KierzkawdciyeiGting  now  in  his  own  name,  under  the 
various  transfers  from  the  Debtors  mentioned  and  described  in  the 
obligation  first  above-mentioned,  by  reason  of  which  transfers  the 
right  to  demand  back  the  said  sum,  and  aU  excess  of  interest  so 
illegally  retained  and  exacted,  is  vested  in  him,  as  well  as  all  other 
amounts  paid  by  the  Plaintiff  and  his  co-Mighy  his  cSdatiis^  upon 
the  amount  loaned  by  the  Dame  Comineau  by  virtue  of  the  deed 
of  Obligation  first  above-mentioned,  hath  a  right  in  law  to  claim 
and  demand  from  the  Defendants  jointly,  solidarily,  and  severally, 
•as  the  representatives  of  DiEune  Oaueineau,  all  such  excess  of  capital 
and  interest  illegally  retained :  And  further,  seeing  that  the  De- 
fendants have  altogether  failed  to  establish  the  material  facts  set 
up  in  their  said  exceptions  and  pleas  severally  pleaded:   And 
further,  seeing  that  it  is  established  that  the  sum  of  £3,958.  68., 
is  the  amount  of  capital  and  interest  which  Dame  Ckmsineau  and 
the  Defendants  had  so  illegally  exacted  and  retained,  and  which 
the  Defendants  had  in  their  hands  at  the  date  of  the  institution 
of  this  action,  the  Court  doth  condemn  the  Defendants  jointly  and 
severally  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  sum  of  £3,958.  6$^  with  interest, 
from  the  4th  of  October,  1862,  date  of  service  of  process  in  this 
cause,  and  further  condemn  the  Defendants  to  pay  the  costs  of  this 
action  jointly  and  severally,  and  Zephir  Dorian  to  pay  the  costs  of 
his  separate  plea." 

The  Defendantri  (the  Bespondents  in  the  present  appeal)  sepa- 
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rately  appealed  against  this  judgment  to  the  Court  of  Queen's       J.  0. 
Bench  of  Lower  Canada  (appeal  side).  1868 

The  first  hearing  of  the  appeals  took  place  on  the  8th  and  9th  Kierzkoitsbx 
of  March,  1865,  before  the  Chief  Justice  Dtival,  and  Ayhvin,  Mere-     dob^ok 

dith  and  Monddet,  three  puisne  Judges  of  that  Court.    The  Court        

reserved  its  judgment^  and  on  the  6th  of  June,  1865,  directed  a  re- 
argument  on  certain  points ;  but  on  the  1st  of  March,  1866,  the 
Court  determined  that  the  appeals  should  be  heard  entirely  de  novo 
on  the  merits.  Such  hearing  de  novo  took  place  on  the  2nd  and 
8rd  of  March,  1866. 

Separate  judgments  were  delivered  on  the  9th  of  March,  1866. 
The  judgment  on  the  appeal  of  the  Bespondent,  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion, 
in  which  Mr.  Justice  Meredith  dissented,  proceeded  entirely  on  the 
ground,  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drummond  were  the  only  persons  en- 
titled to  claim  repayment  of  the  sums  overpaid  on  the  alleged 
usurious  obligation,  and  that  the  Appellant  had  no  right  of  action. 
The  judgment  on  the  other  appeal  stated,  as  its  sole  ground,  that, 
the  Plaintiff  had  not  proved  the  material  allegations  of  his  decla- 
ration against  the  Bespondent,  Z6phir  Dorion,  The  result  was, 
that  the  action  of  the  Appellant  was  dismissed  with  costs  against 
both  the  Bespondents. 

The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  while  the  appeals  were  depending 
before  them,  considered  that  the  chief  question  which  arose  related 
to  the  law  formerly  prevailing  in  Lotoer  Canada  with  reference  to 
usurious  contracts,  and  the  modifications  which  had  been  intro* 
duced  into  that  law  by  subsequent  Provincial  Statutes. 

The  Statute  Law  as  to  usury  which  was  in  force  in  Lower  Canada 
in  the  year  1845,  the  date  of  the  transaction  in  question,  was  con- 
tained in  the  Act,  17  Geo.  3,  c.  3«  sect  5,  the  terms  of  which  were 
4i8  follows : — 

"  From  and  after  the  publication  of  this  Ordinance  it  shall  not 
be  lawful  upon  any  Contract  to  take,  directly  or  indirectly,  for  loan 
of  any  moneys,  wares,  merchandises,  or  other  commodities  what>- 
soever  above  the  value  of  £6  for  the  forbearance  of  £100  for  a 
year,  and  so  after  that  rate  for  a  greater  or  lesser  sum  in  value, 
or  for  a  longer  or  shorter  time,  and  the  said  rate  of  interest 
shall  be  allowed  and  recovered  in  all  cases  where  it  is  the  agree- 
ment of  the  parties  that  interest  shall  be  paid,  and  all  Bonds,  Con- 
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J.  c.        tracts,  and  Assurances  whatsoever,  whereupon  or  whereby  a  greater 

1868        interest  shall  be  reserved  and  taken  shall  be  utterly  void,  and  every 

KiKEKowBKi  Person  who  shall  either  directly  or  indirectly  take,  accept,  and  re- 

*•         ceive  a  higher  rate  of  interest  shall  forfeit  and  lose  for  every  such 

offence  treble  the  value  of  the  moneys,  wares,  merchandises,  and 

other  things  lent  or  bargained  for,  to  be  recovered  by  action  of  debt 
in  any  of  the  Courts  of  Common  Pleas  in  this  Province,  a  moiety 
of  which  forfeiture  shall  be  to  His  Majesty,  and  the  other  moiety  to 
him  or  them  that  will  sue  for  the  same." 

Changes  had,  however,  taken  place  in  the  usury  laws  of  Jjowt 
Canada  between  the  years  1845  and  1862. 

By  the  Canadian  Act  for  the  year  1853  (16  Vict.  c.  80),  it  was 
enacted,  as  follows : — 

^  II.  That  no  Contract  to  be  hereafter  made  in  any  part  of  this 
Province  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  or  money's  worth, 
at  any  rate  of  interest  whatsoever,  and  no  payment  in  pursuance  of 
such  Contract,  shall  make  any  party  to  such  contract  or  payment 
liable  to  any  loss,  forfeiture,  penalty,  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal, 
for  usury,  any  law  or  Statute  to  the  contrary,  notwithstanding. 

^^  in.  Provided  always  nevertheless,  and  be  it  enacted,  that  every 
such  Contract  and  every  security  for  the  same  shall  be  void  so  £Eur, 
and  so  fax  only,  as  relates  to  any  excess  of  interest  thereby  made 
payable  above  the  rate  of  £6  for  the  forbearance  of  £100  for  a  year, 
and  the  said  rate  of  6  per  cent  interest,  or  such  lower  rate  of 
interest  as  may  have  been  agreed  upon,  shall  be  allowed  and  re- 
covered in  qU  cases  where  it  is  the  agreement  of  the  parties  that 
interest  shall  be  paid." 

By  the  Canaiian  Act  for  the  year  1858  (22  Vict  c.  85),  it  was 
enacted  by  section  L,  that  from  and  after  the  passing  of  that  Act^  the 
3rd  section  of  the  Act  mentioned  in  the  preamble  of  the  16  Vict 
c.  80,  is  ^^  hereby  repealed,  except  only  as  to  Contracts  made  after 
it  came  into  force  and  before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  as  to  which 
it  shall  remain  in  force." 

'^  n.  It  shall  be  lawful  for  any  person  or  persons  other  than  those 
excepted  in  this  Act  to  stipulate  for,  allow,  and  exact-on  any  Con- 
tract or  agreement  whatsoever,  any  rate  of  interest  or  discount 
which  may  be  agreed  upon." 

In  1859,  another  Act  was  passed  (23  Vict.  c.  58),  which  con- 
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taiaed  the  following  provision : — *^  L  No  contract  made  in  this  Pro-       J.  a 
yince  between  the  24th  day  of  March,  1853,  and  the  16th  day  of       1868 
Angust,  1858,  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  or  money's  kibbzkowski 
worth  at  any  rate  of  interest,  and  no  payment  made  in  pursuance     j.  ^' 
of  such  Contract,  shall  render  any  party  to  such  Contract  or  payment       •— 
liable  to  any  loss,  forfeiture,  penalty,  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal, 
for  usury;  and  no  such  contract  or  any  security  for  the  same  shall 
be  void  in  the  whole,  but  only  so  far  as  it  relates  to  i^y  excess  of 
interest  thereby  made  payable  above  the  rate  of  6  dollars  for  the 
forbearance  of  100  dollars  for  a  year.    But  in  all  such  cases  the  rate 
of  6  per  cent,  interest,  or  such  lower  rate  as  agreed  on,  shall  be 
allowed  when  it  was  the  agreement  of  the  parties  that  interest 
should  be  paid." 

The  present  appeals  were  from,  the  above  judgment  of  the 
Appeal  Court  dismissing  the  Appellant's  action. 

Mr.  H.  CoUy  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Wiekens^  for  the  Appellant : — 

There  are  two  questions  in  this  case.  First,  whether  the  Obliga- 
tion or  Bond  to  Dame  Cotmneau  of  the  11th  of  November,  1845, 
was  not  usurious,  and,  therefore,  illegal  and  void,  by  reason  of 
the  retention  of  the  sum  of  £1,500,  which  was  a  large  part  of 
the  principal  sum  which  this  Bond  purported  to  secure.  And 
secondly,  whether  the  Appellant^  as  representing  all  the  Obligors 
in  that  instrument,  could  sue  in  his  own  name  to  recover  the 
money  overpaid  by  the  Obligors. 

With  regard  to  the  question  of  usury,  that  must  be  governed  by 
the  Statute  Law  of  Lower  Canada  which  prevailed  at  the  date  of 
the  transaction.  The  Canadian  Usury  Law  then  in  force  was  the 
Act,  17  Greo.  3,  c.  3,  sect  5,  which  prohibited  a  larger  amount  of 
interest  than  6  per  cent. :  Bevised  Acts  of  Lower  Canada,  p.  312. 
The  retention  by  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion  of  £1,500,  as  Agent  on  behalf 
of  Dame  CowineaUy  by  way  of  tonus,  was  in  contravention  of  the 
then  existing  law.  None  of  the  subsequent  Statutes  relating  to  the 
Usury  Laws,  the  16  Vict  c.  80,  the  22  Vict  c.  85,  and  the  23  Vict 
c.  58,  though  they  modify  the  law,  in  any  way  alter  or  cure  the 
original  vice  of  the  transaction.  It  is  clear  upon  the  evidence, 
that  the  sum  of  £1,500  was  retained  by  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion  as 
Agent  for  his  Mother,  who  signed  the  Obligation  in  ignorance  of 
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J.  0.        the  retention  of  that  sum  ;  that,  according  to  English  law,  which  is 

1868        the  same  in  this  respect  as  the  law  of  Lovoer  Canada,  was  not  binding 

KiKBZKowBEi  on  her ;  but  the  retention  of  any  part  of  the  loan  is  usury,  and  the 

Dowoii.     Appellant  is  entitled  to  recover  back  the  sums  paid  ^?ith  interest : 

Seurrey  v.  Freeman  (1) ;  FUzroy  v.  GhoiUim  (2) ;  Jaquea  v.  Withy  (3) ; 

Bosanquet  v.  Dashwood  (4) ;  Boheris  t.  6off(5).  So  by  the  French 
law :  BoBand  de  ViUarqites,  Did.  de  Droits  Tom.  vii.  pp,  286-7, 
Verio.  Pret^d  interU  (18) ;  Poihier,  Tr.  de  TUsure,  No.  90. 

Then,  secondly,  as  to  the  rights  and  remedies  of  the  Obligors 
in  respect  of  the  usurious  nature  of  the  Obligation,  and  its  con- 
sequent invalidity,  there  never  was  any  waiver  by  them.  The 
acts  relied  upon  by  the  Appellant  as  ratifications  of  the  original 
Contract  were  previous  to  the  alteration  in  the  usury  laws.  That 
alone  would  establish  our  right:  Sirety  Codes  annates.  Art.  1907, 
p.  867  [Ed.  1859].  The  proceedings  taken  against  the  Obbgors  for 
the  purpose  of  enforcing  the  Bonds,  though  they  let  judgment  go 
by  default,  could  neither  ratify  or  make  valid  the  first  Obligation, 
which  was  in  its  inception  usurious.  Even  the  ratification  of  such 
a  Contract  is  ineffectual,  notwithstanding  the  enactment  of  the 
Lower  Canada  CivU  Code,  §  1214,  which  does  not  apply  to  such 
a  transaction  as  this.  As  to  the  title  of  the  Appellant  to  sue  in 
his  own  name,  all  the  rights  of  the  parties  interested  had  become 
effectually  vested  in  him ;  and,  according  to  the  law  in  force  in 
Lower  Canada,  representing,  as  he  did,  all  the  Obligors  in  the  Bond 
of  the  11th  of  November,  1845,  he  was  entitled  to  sue  on  their  be- 
half for  whatever^was  due  to  them :  Lower  Candida  Civil  Code,  Arts. 
761,  795, 1570 ;  Macarde,  Eaplie.  du  Code  Nap.  Tom.  iii.  p.  213 ;  lb. 
Tom.  vi.  p.  194;  Polhier,  Tr.  de  FUewe,  No.  114  [8vo.  Ed.  1835], 
Part  ii.  p.  114;  BoUand  de  VUlarques,  Bid.  de  Droit,  Tom.  vii. 
p.  286,  Verio.  «  Pret  a  intSrel''  (18);  Ind.  Lib.  4,  TU.  i.  §  1. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  N.  Lindley,  for  Kespondents :—   . 

The  questions  argued  by  the  Appellant  are  perfectly  distinct 
The  first,  as  regards  the  alleged  usurious  nature  of  the  transaction, 
is  wholly  independent  of  the  Appellant's  right  to  sue.    The  acticm 

(1)  2  B.  &  P.  381.  (3)  1  H.  Bla.  65. 

(2)  1  Tenn  Rep.  153.  (4)  Cas.  temp.  Talbot,  38. 

(5)  4  B.  &  Aid.  92. 
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was  brought  for  money  overpaid ;  the  owas  prcbandi,  both  as  to  the        J.  0. 
fact  of  over-payment  as  well  as  to  the  amount  overpaid,  lay  upon       1868 
the  Appellant,  not>  as  argued  the  other  side,  on  the  Respondents.  Eiebzkowski 
The  main  question  is,  was  there  usury  ?    Now,  the  loan  by  Dame     j^^^*' 

Cousineau  was  in  no  sense  usurious;  she  never  agreed  to  receive,       * . 

and  in  fact  never  did  receive,  any  sum  of  money  by  way  of  usu- 
rious bonus  or  premium  on  the  loan  of  £4,875  made  and  advanced 
by  her.    The  £1,500  premium  received  by  the  Bespondent,  Jean 
B,  T.  Dorion^  was  paid  to;  and  received  by  him  for  his  own  use. 
without  the  knowledge  or  privity  of  Dame  CousineaUy  and  she  could 
not,  therefore,  incur  any  liability  in  respect  thereof.    AU  the  evi- . 
dence  in  the  cause  shews  that  she  was  not  connusant  of  the  pay- 
ment of  any  premium  to  the  Bespondent,  Jean  B.  T,  Dorian.    But 
assuming  that  the  loan  was  usurious,  the  Appellant,  as  well  as 
those  through  whom  he  claims,  having,  in  1848  and  1851,  acknow- 
ledged the  validity  of  the  Obligations  given  to  Dame  Cousineau^  and 
suffered  judgment  in  actions  brought  by  her  in  1848, 1849,  and  1851, 
on  the  same  Obligations,  to  go  by  default,  the  Appellant  is  con- 
cluded from  impeaching  it  on  such  ground;  and  such  acquiescence 
in  the  claim  was  an  acknowledgment  and  ratification  of  the  Bonds. 
Neither  was  it  within  the  meaning  of  the  Canadian  Aet,  17  Geo.  3, 
c.  3,  sect.  5.   That  Act  was  repealed  in  1853,  before  any  sums  sought 
to  be  recovered  by  the  Appellant  were  paid ;  and  it  is  not  pretended 
that  any  usurious  payment  was  made  or  taken  while  the  Act  of 
17  Greo.  3,  c.  3,  sect.  5,  was  in  force.    Then,  even  if  the  original  Con- 
tract was  void  while  the  Act  was  in  force,  it  was  capable  of  being  rati- 
fied, and  was  ratified,  after  the  repeal  of  the  Act :  Toullier,  Controls 
et  Ohligaiions  ConventioneUs,  Tom.  iv.  Art.  561.     These  are  conclu- 
sive grounds  of  objection  to  the  Appellant's  action.    The  question 
of  usury  does  not  depend  on  the  French  law,  and  the  authorities 
cited  in  respect  thereof  are  beside  the  question ;  the  whole  case  must 
be  determined  by  the  Statute  Law  of  Lower  Canada,  and  must  be 
governed  by  the  16  Vict  c.  8,  ss.  2  and  3,  the  22  Vict,  c  85,  ss.  1 
and  2,  and  the  23  Vict.  c.  58,  s.  1.    There  is  another  ground  of 
objection  on  the  face  of  the  proceedings.    The  action  is  not  brought 
to  recover  the  premium  of  £1,500,  nor  the  whole  of  the  moneys 
paid  in  respect  of  the  loan,  as  void  on  the  ground  of  usury,  but  is 
brought  for:  the  excess  of  certain  alleged  payments  over  a  principal 
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J.  0.        sum  admitted  to  haye  been  hand  fds  adyaneed,  with  interest  at  a 

1868        lawful  rate^  and  there  is  no  proof  that  more  than  that  principal 

EmzKowsKi  money,  with  interest,  has,  in  fact,  been  repaid :  -  WOaon  r.  Md^ 

DoMcw      ^f^  ^^^ »  Mofdffomery  v.  CaOanckr  (2).    The  accounts  dearly  prove 

— -*        this.    Even  admitting  that  the  repeal  of  the  Act»  17  Oeo.  3,  c.  3, 

sect  5,  did  not  render  the  Bond  valid,  which  we  insist  it  did,  yet 

that  repeal  rendered  it  legal  for  the  DrumfnondB  to  recognise  and 

ratify  the  Bond,  if  they  chose  to  pay  the  money  in  dischaige  of  it, 

or  at  least  it  constituted  a  new  Contract :  Polhier,  Tom.  iL  p.  780 ; 

Pand.,  TU.  xiL  §  6 ;  Pcihier,  Tom.  vii.  pp.664-5,  Lib.  m.  tit.  3  and  5, 

on  Extinction  of  ObUgations. 

3868  Judgment  was  reserved,  and  now  delivered  by 

^^  28.      LoKD  Chelmsford  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen  s 
Bench  of  Lower  Canada,  reversing  a  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  that  Province,  in  an  action  by  the  Appellant  against  the 
Bespoudents. 

The  action  was  brought  to  recover  from  the  Defendants,  jointly 
and  severally,  as  universal  Legatees  of  their  Mother,  Dame  Coutin- 
eaUy  a  sum  of  £5,329.  lOa.  alleged  to  have  been  paid  to  them  by 
the  Plaintiff  in  excess  of  the  amount  of  legal  interest  payable 
under  a  Contract  for  the  loan  of  £4,875  by  Dame  Cotisineau  to 
the  Plaintiff  and  his  Wife,  Lewis  Thomas  Brummond  and  his  Wife, 
Samuel  ComwaUis  Monk  and  his  Wife,  and  Edward  Sylvestre,  Count 
de  Botterm/und,  and  his  Wife. 

The  declaration  in  the  action  states,  that  by  an  Obligation, 
dated  the  11th  of  November,  1845,  the  Plaintiff,  in  his  own  name, 
and  in  the  names  of  the  other  borrowers,  acknowledged  to  have 
received,  by  way  of  loan,  from  Dame  Cottsineau  (represented  by 
the  Defendant^  Jea/n  B.  T.  Dorion),  a  sum  of  £4,875,  which  they 
bound  themselves  to  repay  to  Dame  Cousineau  in  manner  men* 
tioned  in  the  Obligation.  That  the  Plaintiff  received  from  the 
Defendant,  JeanB.  T.  Dorian,  acting  as  aforesaid,  only  £3,325,  and 
that  he  retained  the  balance  of  £1,550  as  a  lonus  or  premium, 
or  illegal  and  usurious  interest.    The  declaration  states  the  death 

(1)  1  Ross.  630.  (2)  14  Sim.  79. 
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of  Dame  CatMineau,  leayiog  the  two  Defendants  and  their  Brother,       J.  C. 
Ikutache  Doriorif  her  universal  Legatees,  and  that  the  rights  of       isns 
Eiutaehe  Dorian  having  been  ceded  to  Jean  B.  T.  Dorum,  the  two  kie^owski 
Defendants  are  the  only  representatives  of  their  Mother.     It     j>^*' 

then  states  various  payments  made  on  account  of  principal  and        

interest  due  on  the  Obligation  of  the  11th  of  November,  1845, 
which,  on  the  6th  of  March,  1854,  left  a  balance  of  £2,138.  8a.  5d. ; 
and  that  on  that  day  Mr.  and  Mis.  Drummand,  two  of  the  Debtors 
in  the  Obligation,  sold  to  the  Honourable  Judge  Monddet  part  of 
the  property  charged  with  the  payment  of  the  loan ;  and  that  on 
the  1st  of  September,  1 855,  by  an  arrangement  between  Judge 
Monddel  and  the  two  Defendants,  and  divers  other  Creditors  of  the 
vendors,  he  paid  to  the  Defendants  a  sum  of  £78. 15a.  9d.,  and 
afterwards  another  sum  of  £5,023.  2a.  8d.^  on  account  of  principal 
and  interest  upon  the  Obligation.  That  as  at  this  time  there 
was  due  upon  the  Obligation  only  the  sum  of  £2,138.  8a.  5d.,  the 
Defendants  received  beyond  the  principal  and  legal  interest  at 
6  per  cent  a  sum  of  £2,963. 10a.  That  this  sum,  with  interest, 
amounts  to  £5,329. 10a.,  which  the  borrowers  are  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  the  Defendants,  with  interest  The  declaration  then 
states  an  assignment  to  the  Plaintiff  of  all  the  interests  and  rights 
of  action  of  the  other  Debtors  in  the  Obligation  of  the  11th  of 
November,  1845,  to  demand  and  recover  the  usurious  premium  of 
£1,500  and  interest,  and  alT  other  illegal  and  usurious  interests 
paid  in  respect  of  the  Obligation,  by  which,  as  the  Plaintiff  alleges, 
he  is  alone  entitled  to  maintain  the  action. 

The  plea  of  the  Defendant,  Jean  B.  T.  Dorian,  alleges,  that 
the  loan  in  question  was  made  by  Dame  Ckmnneau  through  his 
agency,  and  that  she  never  stipulated  for,  or  required,  any  bonus 
or  usurious  interest  upon  such  loan.  That  upon  his  own  responsi- 
bility and  for  his  own  interest,  unknown  to  Dame  Cousineau,  and 
to  indemnify  him  for  the  steps  and  proceedings  taken  by  him  in 
the  interest  and  for  the  profit  of  the  borrowers,  he  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  them  by  which  they  bound  themselves  to  pay  him 
a  bonus  of  £1,500.  And  that  on  the  11th  of  November,  1845, 
after  having  made  the  before-mentioned  loan  of  £4,875  for  Dame 
Ocugineau,  the  borrowers  paid  him,  on  his  own  account,  the  said 
sum  of  £1,500. 
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J.  G.  The  Flaintiffy  in  his  answer  to  this  plea,  says,  that  the  sum  of 

1868       £1,500  was  exacted  by  Dame  Cousineau,  acting  by  the  Defen- 
EizBZKowsEi  ^^^  ^  ^^^  Agent,  and  was  retained,  not  for  himself  but  for  and  in 
DoRioN      ^^®  name  of  Dame  Cousineau. 

The  Defendant,  Zephir  Dorion,  put  in  a  separate  plea,  in  which 

all  that  it  is  necessary  to  notice  is,  that  he  repudiated  all  interest 
in  the  bonus  paid  to  the  other  Defendant^  and  renounced  all  claim 
to  any  part  of  it. 

Upon  the  issues  thus  raised  between  the  parties,  and  after  hear- 
ing evidence  on  both  sides,  the  Superior  Court  was  of  opinion,  that 
the  Plaintiff  had  proved  the  facts  alleged  in  his  declaration.  That 
the  £1,500  was  exacted  by  Dame  Cousineau  as  a  bonus  upon  the 
loan  made  by  her,  and  was  deducted  from  the  sum  of  £4,875,  which 
she  agreed  to  advance,  and  the  C!ourt  condemned  the  Defendants, 
as  her  representatives,  to  pay  to  the  Plaintiff  the  sum  of  £3,958.  6«., 
the  amount  of  excess  of  interest  which  they  had  exacted  and  re- 
ceived from  him,  together  with  interest^  and  the  costs  of  the  action. 

The  Defendants  appealed  separately  to  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  from  this  judgment 

The  principal  grounds  of  appeal  alleged  by  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion^ 
were : — ^That  the  Plaintiff  had  not  proved  the  facts  all^;ed  in  his 
declaration ;  that  it  was  proved  that  if  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion  received 
money  from  the  Plaintiff,  it  was  paid  to  him  on  his  own  account 
and  for  his  own  benefit,  and  was  not  received  by  Dame  Cousineau^ 
and,  therefore,  her  Legatees  could  not  be  made  liable  for  it ;  and 
that  the  Plaintiff  and  the  other  borrowers  of  the  mone3r8  con- 
firmed and  ratified  the  Obligation  of  the  11th  of  November,  1845. 

The  other  Defendant,  ZSphir  Dorion,  in  the  factum  upon  his 
appeal,  said  that  the  only  difference  which  existed  between  his 
defence  and  that  of  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion  was,  that  his  Mother, 
Dame  Cousineau,  never  stipulated 'for  the  premium  of  £1,500,  nor 
authorized  her  Agent,  Jean  B.  21  Dorion,  to  require  any  such  pre- 
mium for  himself;  that  she  never  received  any  part  of  the  pre- 
mium, which  was  taken  by  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion  for  his  own  benefit ; 
that  Dame  Cousineau  incurred  no  responsibility  in  respect  of  it; 
and  that  he  (ZSphir  Dorion)  repudiated  every  agreement  which 
might  have  been  made  hjJean  B.  T.  Dorion  as  to  the  premium  of 
£1,500. 
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The  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  gave  judgment  for  ZSphir  Dorian,       j.  a 
on  the  ground  that  the  Plaintiff  in  the  Court  below  had  not  proved,       1868 
as  to  him^  the  material  allegations  of  his  declaration.    And  upon  tcjJ^^whkj 
the  appeal  of  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion,  they  reversed  the  judgment  of  the     d^*"  „ 
Superior  Court,  because  (as  they  held)  the  evidence  established       *^— 
ihat  the  money  claimed  by  the  Plaintiff,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
transfer  of  the  18th  of  March,  1862  (the  assignment  by  the  other 
Debtors  on  the  Obligation  of  the  11th  of  November,  1845,  of  all 
iiheir  claims  and  rights  of  action  in  respect  of  the  alleged  usury), 
vras  paid  through  and  by  Lewis  T.  Drummond  and  his  Wife,  who 
alone  could  claim  the  amount  if  usuriously  and  illegally  exacted, 
and  that  the  other  Assignors,  who  had  paid  no  part  of  the  money, 
had  no  right  of  action  against  the  Defendants. 

The  present  appeal  is  from  both  these  judgments.  Their  Lord- 
ships cannot  acquiesce  in  the  reasons  assigned  by  the  Court  <^ 
Queen's  Bench  for  reversing  the  judgment.of  the  Superior  Court 
in  the  case  of  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion. 

It  seems  clear,  that  by  the  old  French  law  which  prevailed  in 
Lower  Canada,  when,  upon  an  usurious  contract,  the  principal  and 
legal  interest  have  been  fiilly  paid,  any  money  afterwards  received 
vby  the  lender  beyond  the  legal  amount  due  may  be  recovered  back 
from  him :  Folhier,  «  TraiU  de  FUsure,"  Tom.  iv.  p.  114,  Art  113. 
A  right  of  action,  therefore,  is  vested  in  the  person  so  paying  such 
usurious  interest;  and  by  the  law  of  Canada  such  right  of  action 
is  assignable.  The  Civil  Code  of  Lower  Canada,  which,  though 
not  established  till  1866,  embodies  all  such  provisions  relative  to 
civil  matters  as  were  in  force  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act 
Tespecting  the  codification  of  the  Laws  of  that  Province,  may  pro- 
perly be  referred  to  for  the  Law  on  this  point.  By  Article  1,570, 
•**  The  sale  of  debts,  and  rights  of  action  against  third  persons,  is 
perfected  by  the  seller  and  buyer  by  the  completion  of  the  title,  if 
Authentic,  or  the  delivery  of  it,  if  under  private  signature."  And 
the  only  exception  to  the  right  of  dealing  with  these  subjects  is 
to  be  found  in  Article  1,485,  which  prohibits  **  Judges,  Advocates^ 
Attorneys,  Clerks,  Sheriffs,  Bailiffs,  and  other  Officers  "  connected 
with  Courts  of  justice,  from  becoming  buyers  of  litigious  rights, 
which  fall  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court  in  which  they  exercise 
their  functions." 
Vol.  IL  8  2  D 
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J.  0.  Assuming  that  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drummond  were  entitled  to  reooyer 

1868  back  what  they  paid  beyond  the  amount  of  principal  and  legal 
ISLmEOKawsa  inteiest,  they  had  by  Law  an  assignable  right  of  action.  This  right 
DoBioH  ^^  action,  by  the  instrument  of  the  18th  of  March,  1862,  they 
—  transfeiTed  and  made  over  to  the  Appellant  in  the  fullest  and 
amplest  manner.  The  other  parties  named  in  the  obligation  of  the 
11th  of  November,  1845,  joined  in  this  assignment.  Whether 
they  were  bound  to  repay  to  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drummond  their  shares 
of  the  money  so  paid  is  immaterial  The  right  of  action  to  recover 
back  the  money  was  vested  either  in  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drummond 
alone,  or  in  all  the  parties  to  the  Obligation  jointly.  If  all  of  them 
were  entitled  to  maintain  an  action,  the  Appellant  has  the  assign- 
ment of  all ;  and  if  the  sole  right  of  action  was  in  Mr.  and  Mrs. 
Drummondf  they  have  transferred  that  right  to  the  Appellant,  and 
the  joinder  in  the  instrument  of  assignment  of  any  number  of  per- 
sons who  had  nothing  to  assign,  cannot  affect,  or  in  any  way  pre- 
judice, the  validity  of  the  assignment  by  the  persons  who  alone 
were  interested. 

It  has,  very  properly,  not  been  attempted  to  maintain  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  on  the  ground  upon  which  it 
was  placed  in  the  case  of  the  Defendant,  Jean  B.  T,  Dorion. 

The  questions  which  their  Lordships  have  been  called  upon  to 
consider  in  this  appeal  are : — 

First,  whether  the  Plaintiff  has  proved  the  allegation  in  his 
declaration,  that  the  Contract  between  him  and  Dame  Cowineau 
Yfts  an  usurious  Contract  by  reason  of  her  having  stipulated  for 
and  received  a  sum  of  £1,500  as  a  howus  or  premium  for  the  loan  of 
£4,875,  which  was  to  be  repaid  with  full  legal  interest  of  6  per 
cent,  upon  the  whole  sum  lent 

Secondly.  If  the  original  Contract  was  illegal  and  void  by  the 
Usury  Laws  of  Lower  Cofiada  in  force  at  the  time  of  its  being 
entered  into,  whether  transactions  which  took  place  between  the 
parties  after  a  change  of  those  Laws  either  ratified  and  confirmed 
the  Contract  itself,  or  substituted  for  it  another  contract  founded 
upon  good  and  valid  consideration. 

The  first  question  is  one  entirely  of  fact.  The  Plaintiff  was 
bound  to  prove  that  the  loan  upon  which  the  £1,500,  was  retained 
was  made  by  Dame  Cousineau,  and  that  the  retention  was  for  her 
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benefit.    If  it  were  not,  the  Eespondents  conid  not  be  liable  in  j.  o. 

the  character  in  which  they  were  sued,  that  of  her  Legatees.    It  ises 
was  not  necessary  to  shew  that  Dame  Cousineau  personally  received  j^ 


or  retained  the  £1,500  for  her  own  use.    If  she  either  authorized     ^  *• 

DOEEOV. 

her  Agenti  Jecm  B,  T.  Dorion,  to  retain  it  for  himself  out  of  the       — *- 
loan  made  by  her,  or,  knowing  that  he  had  so  retained  it,  ratified 
what  he  had  done,  her  contract  would  have  been  usurious. 

The  facts  which  appear  to  be  clearly  established  are,  that  an 
advance  of  £10,000,  having  been  originally  required,  it  was  arranged 
that  a  sum  of  £1,500,  should  be  given  by  the  borrowers  for  this 
advance,  and  that  when  it  was  afterwards  found  that  no  more  than 
£7,000  could  be  lent,  no  reduction  was  made  in  the  sum  to  be  paid 
in  respect  of  the  loan.  These  facts  are  quite  independent  of  the 
question  to  whom  and  for  what  the  £1,500  was  to  be  paid.  The 
loan  of  £7,000,  was  made  in  two  sums,  one  of  £4,875  by  Dame 
CousineaUy  the  other  of  £3,626  by  Jean  BJ  21  Dorian  out  of  an 
estate  of  which  he  was  Curator ;  but  the  £1,500  was  deducted  and 
retained  out  of  the  sum  advanced  by  Dame  Oausineau,  This  is 
proved  by  the  fact  that  Obligations  having  been  entered  into  for 
repayment  to  the  lenders  respectively  of  the  sums  each  advanced, 
both  dated  on  th^  11th  of  November,  1845,  that  which  was  given 
to  Dame  Omaineau  states  that  the  £1,500  was  paid  at  the  time 
of  the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  received  as  part  of  the  loan  of 
£4,875. 

This  statement  in  the  deed  is  directly  opposed  to  the  Appellant's 
case.  He  is  compelled,  therefore,  to  rely  upon  witnesses  to  prove 
the  essential  fact  upon  which  alone  be  can  recover  in  this  action, 
viz.,  that  the  usury  which  he  alleges  entered  into  the  Contract  with 
Dame  Ootmneau. 

The  principal  witness  produced  by  him  to  prove  his  case  was 
the  Notary,  Leblano,  who  was  employed  by  the  Appellant  and 
the  other  proposed  borrowers  to  negotiate  for  the  loan.  He  went 
with  the  Appellant  to  St.  Eustache,  where  Dame  Coimneau  was  re- 
siding, and  saw  her  in  the  presence  of  her  son,  Jean  B.  T.  Dorian. 
He  stated  that,  as  well  as  he  could  recollect,  the  Appellant 
addressed  himself  to  Dame  Catbsineau,  and  that  it  was  perfectly 
understood  that  the  loan  was  to  be  made  at  a  rate  above  the  legal 
interest,  and  this  by  the  payment  of  a  premium  of  £1,600.    That 
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J.  c.        on  occasion  ^of  the  interview  with  Dame  Catmneau^  the  Appel- 

1868        lant,  to  the  best  of  the  witness's  recollection,  remarked  that  the 

Eubctowbxi  pi^ii^iun  demanded  was  very  high ;  to  which  either  Jean  B.  T. 

jy^         Dofion,  or  Dame  Cousineau — bnt  he  believed  it  was  Jean  B.  T. 

— ~       Dorion — said  they  conld  place  out  their  capital  at  a  more  advanta^ 

geous  rate ;  but,  the  witness  added,  this  was  said  in  the  presence 

of  Dame  Cotmneau.    Upon  his  cross-examination,  he  said  it  was 

M.  Kierzhowski  who  held  the  conversation  about  the  premium,  and 

with  Jean  B,  T.  Dorion,  though  in  the  presence  of  his  Mother. 

M.  Leblane  spoke,  as  he  was  likely  to  do  at  the  distance  of 
eighteen  years,  very  uncertainly,  as  to  the  particulars  of  a  convert 
sation  in  which  he  did  not  take  much  part^  and  to  which  his  atten* 
tion  had  probably  not  been  called  in  the  intervening  period.  He 
stated  that  M.  Kierzkotoshi  took  the  principal  part  in  whatever 
conversation  took  place,  and  that  it  passed  between  him  (the  Ap- 
pellant) and  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion.  From  the  Appellant,  therefore, 
we  should  naturally  expect  the  best  information  respecting  this 
important  interview  with  Dame  Ckmeineau,  but  he  spoke  with  even 
more  uncertainty  than  M.  LMano.  He  said,  ^  I  only  saw  Dame 
Oouwneau  once  upon  the  subject  of  the  loan  in  question,  and  I 
believe  I  spoke  to  her  about  the  premium,  and  told  her  the  pre* 
mium  was  too  much.  I  think  she  made  the  same  remark  as  her 
Son,  that  they  could  lay  out  their  capital  on  more  advantageous 
terms." 

This,  at  best,  is  but  slight  evidence  to  fix  Dame  CouiinecM  with 
the  knowledge  of,  and  make  her  a  party  to,  the  allied  usurious 
transaction.  But,  weak  as  the  evidence  is,  it  is  much  more  weakened 
by  other  witnesses  produced  by  the  Appellant  himself,  and  es* 
pecially  by  the  evidence  given  by  M.  Leblane  upon  the  subject 
of  this  loan  in  a  suit  of  ^ MUeheU  v.  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion,^  in  which 
he  was  a  witness.  Upon  this  occasion  he  never  mentioned  the 
name  of  Dame  CouBirheoM  in  connection  with  the  loan,  but  stated 
that  all  the  arrangements  for  the  loan,  and  all  the  stipulations  as 
to  the  premium,  passed  with  Jison  B.  T.  Dorion.  Jea/n  B.  T. 
Dorion  himself  was  called  as  a  witness  in  that  suit,  and  though  he 
alleged  that  the  sum  of  £1,500  was  actually  deducted  from  the 
money  advanced  by  Dame  CouHneaM,  he  admitted  that  it  was  re- 
tained as  a  premium  in  respect  of  the  whole  loan* 
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It  must  be  observed^  that  in  this  other  suit,  if  M.  Leblano  had       J.  0. 
not  kept  Dame  Cotcsineau's  name  out  of  the  transaction  it  would        1868 
have  prejudiced  the  Plaintiflfs  case  for  whom  he  was  called :  and  kierzkowski 
that  if  he  had  not  proved  in  the  present  action  that  she  took  an     po^J^j, 
active  part  in  the  negotiations  for  the  loan  and  the  premium,  the        — - 
Appellant  must  have  failed. 

The  whole  proof  of  Dame  Cotmneau^a  participation  in  the  usu- 
rious agreement  rests  upon  the  Appellant  and  his  witness,  M. 
Lebianc.  He  produced  other  witnesses,  but  their  evidence  either 
added  nothing,  or  was  unfavourable  to  his  case.  M.  Moreau,  an 
Avoeatf  stated  that  the  transaction  of  the  loan  was  conducted  by 
Jean  B.  T.  Darion,  Dame  Oausineau  not  at  all  interfering  in  the 
matter;  and  Judge  Monk,  who  was  one  of  the  borrowers  named 
in  the  Obligation,  knew  nothing  of  the  transaction  except  what 
was  reported  to  him  by  the  Appellant  and  M.  LManCy  but  under- 
stood (of  course  from  them)  that  Je<m  B*  T,  Dorian  agreed  to  lend 
the  money,  and  exacted  the  homta  of  £1,500. 

The  Appellant  examined  Jean  B.  T.  Bortony  who  swore  in  the 
most  positive  terms  that  the  affair  of  the  premium  was  his  own 
personal  affair.  He  said  he  required  it  to  pay  him  for  all  the  time 
he  had  to  occupy  himself  in  the  matter,  and  for  the  loss  of  his 
practice  as  a  Physician  for  twelve  months  while  he  was  ascertain- 
ing the  value  of  the  property  of  the  borrowers,  searching  the 
Begisters,  remaining  a]  great  part  of  the  time  at  Monlreal,  travel- 
ling a  great  deal,  and  incurring  an  infinite  nimiber  of  other  ex- 
penses. He  also  said  that  his  Mother  never  spoke  to  M.  Letlane 
about  a  premium,  that  aU  she  did  was  to  consent  to  the  loan,  and 
that  she  died  witiiout  knowing  that  he  had  received  the  premium. 

Of  course  this  evidence  (if  believed)  was  fatal  to  the  Appellaat's 
case,  but  he  probably  thought  that  he  might  safely  make  Jean  B. 
T.  Borian  his  witness,  as  in  a  former  suit  brought  against  him  on 
behalf  of  the  heirs  of  his  Brother,  Jacqttea  Borion,  in  which  the 
question  was  on  whose  account  he  received  the  £1,500  premium ; 
he  swore  that  it  was  not  retained  by  him  for  the  heirs  of  Jacques 
Borian,  but  as  Agent  to  his  Mother,  Dame  Oouaineau.  He  swore 
further,  that  the  affair  was  settled  between  the  Notary,  M.  LManc, 
and  his  Mother,  and  that  he  remembered  many  and  long  conver- 
sations between  them,  which  ended  in  her  consenting  to  a  certain 
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J.  C.        loan  at  a  certain  premium^  and  (he  added)  it  was  only  by  the  wish 
1868       of  Iiis  Mother  and  upon  what  she  told  him,  that  he  consented  to 

KiBBZKowsKi  act  in  the  affair. 
J.  *••  Upon  comparing  the  evidence  given  by  Jean  B,  T.  Dorion  with 

that  which  he  gave  in  the  present  suit,  it  is  impossible  to  place 

the  slightest  reliance  upon  his  testimony,  as  he  evidently  swore 
just  as  it  suited  his  interest  upon  the  particular  occasion.  In  the 
suit  with  the  heirs  of  Jacques  Dorion  he  could  only  protect  himself 
from  the  claim  made  upon  him  by  swearing  that  his  Mother  ex- 
acted the  premium  and  received  it  for  her  own  benefit,  and  he 
swore  accordingly.  In  the  present  suit,  which  alleged  that  the 
£1,500,  was  exacted  and  retained  by  him  for  his  Mother,  Madame 
Chusineau,  if  he  had  repeated  this  evidence,  he  would  have  estar 
blished  his  liability  as  her  Legatee,  and  he,  therefore,  swore  posi- 
tively the  other  way. 

But  by  thus  proving  the  contradictory  evidence  as  to  the 
transaction  given  by  Jean  B.  T.  Dorion^  the  Appellant  could  not 
call  upon  the  Court  to  believe  what  he  had  formerly  sworn,  and  to 
discard  his  testimony  in  the  present  suit  as  worthless.  There  were 
no  means  of  determining  upon  which  occasion  he  had  sworn  truly 
or  falsely.  All  that  could  properly  be  done  was  to  regard  his 
evidence  as  utterly  unworthy  of  credit,  and  to  dismiss  it  without 
further  consideration. 

The  Defendant,  Zephir  Dorion,  produced  two  witnesses  to  prove 
that,  upon  the  occasion  of  the  Appellant  and  M.  LMane  going  to 
the  residence  of  Dame  Couiineau  at  St  Eusiachey  in  1845,  she 
was  unwell,  and  in  her  bedroom,  and  never  came  down  stairs  or 
spoke  to  them  while  they  were  there.  It  is  unnecessary  to  dwell 
upon  this  evidence,  which  is  certainly  open  to  the  objection  that  it 
refers  to  events  which  occurred  many  years  before,  and  in  which 
one  of  the  witnesses  (at  least)  had  no  interest  to  retain  it  in  his 
memory. 

In  the  opinion  of  their  Lordship  the  Appellant  failed  entirely 
to  prove  the  allegation  in  his  declaration  that  the  contract  with 
Dame  Cousineau  weis  tainted  with  usury.  That  she  should  have 
taken  a  prominent^  or,  indeed,  any  part  in  the  transaction,  after 
she  had  entrusted  the  management  of  it  to  Jean  B,  T.  Dorion,  and 
especially  when  he  was  present,  seems,  from  the  account  given  of 
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her  want  of  education,  and  the  state  of  heu  health,  to  be  highly        j.  c. 
improbable.    There  is  great  reason  to  believe  that  Dame  Covai-        1868 
neau  gave  Jean  B,  T.  Dorion  the  sum  she  was  to  advance  upon  kjerzkowski 
the  execution  of  the  deed,  and  that  he  either  retained  it,  or  paid  it      j.  ^'-  ^, 

over  and  received  it  back  at  that  time.    M.  Leblanc,  in  his  evi-       

dence  in  another  suit,  speaking  of  the  transaction,  said,  '^  After  the 
execution  of  the  obligation,  I  saw  KierzJcowsJci  count  the  money, 
but  I  did  not  count  it  myself,  nor  did  I  know  how  much  money 
was  given  upon  the  occasion." 

The  only  money  that  could  pass  at  that  time  is  the  £1,500. 
For  by  the  Obligation  the  sum  of  £1,500  is  stated  to  have  been 
counted  and  delivered  in  the  presence  of  the  Notaries  to  Kterz- 
Tcowdciy  who  thereby  acknowledged  the  same.  And  the  sum  of 
£3,875,  the  remainder  of  the  advance  by  Dame  CoiidneaUy  was 
only  to  be  paid  when  she  received  it  from  the  Corporation  of 
Montreal^  who  were  indebted  to  her  in  that  amount. 

The  Appellant's  case  might  be  disposed  of  upon  the  ground  of 
its  having  failed  upon  the  facts,  but  their  Lordships  are  unwilling 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  without  considering  the  defence  in  point  of 
Law,  which  has  been  argued  upon  the  assumption  that  the  case  of 
usury  has  been  proved  against  the  Defendants. 

It  was  contended  on  their  behalf  that  the  Contract  was  either 
subsequently  ratified,  or  that  a  new  Contract  was  substituted  for  it, 
founded  upotl  a  su£Scient  consideration. 

At  the  time  of  the  agreement  for  the  loan,  the  Act  respecting 
usury,  which  was  in  force  in  Lower  Canada^  was  that  of  1777  (1), 
which  provided  that  "  all  Bonds,  Contracts,  and  Assurances  what- 
soever, whereupon  or  whereby  a  greater  interest  (than  6  per  cent.) 
shall  be  reserved  and  taken,  shall  be  utterly  void ;  and  every  person 
who  should  either  directly  or  indirectly  take,  accept,  and  receive  a 
higher  rate  of  interest  should  forfeit  and  lose  treble  the  value  of 
the  moneys,  &c,,  lent." 

Ther^  can  be  no  doubt  that  if  the  £1,500  had  been  retained  oa 
the  loan  by  Dame  Covsineau^  that  the  moment  6  per  cent  was 
paid  upon  the  entire  sum  usury  would  have  been  committed,  for 
which  the  lender  would  have  been  liable  to  the  penalty ;  but  no 

(1)  17  Geo.  3,  c.  3,  sect.  5.  Revised  Acts  and  Ordinances  of  Lower  Canada, 
p.  812.    Montreal,  1845. 
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J,  c.       excess  of  interest  conld  have  been  recovered  back  till  the  payments 

1868       had  amounted  to  a  snm  exceeding  the  principal  and  l^al  interest. 

Km^LowsEi      ^  ^^  <^^^^  there  was  no  excess  of  payment  before  the  24th  of 

j.^'         March,  1853,  when  an  Act  was  passed  in  Lower  Canada  which 

—       altered  the  law  of  usury. 

That  Act  enacted  ^  that  no  Contract  to  be  hereafter  made  in  any 
part  of  this  Proyince,  for  the  loan  or  forbearance  of  money  at  any 
rate  of  interest  whatsoever,  and  no  payment  in  pursuance  of  suoh 
contract,  shall  make  any  party  to  such  Contract  or  payment  liable 
to  any  loss,  forfeiture,  penalty,  or  proceeding,  civil  or  criminal,  for 
usury,  any  law  or  statute  to  the  contrary  notwithstanding."  And 
it  provided,  that  every  such  Contract^  and  every  security  for  the 
same,  shall  be  void  so  far,  and  so  far  only,  as  relates  to  any  excess 
of  interest  thereby  made  payable  above  the  rate  of  £6  for  the  for- 
bearance of  £100  for  a  year,  and  the  said  rate  of  6  per  cent, 
interest,  or  such  lower  rate  of  interest  as  may  have  been  agreed 
upon,  shall  be  allowed  and  recovered  in  all  cases  where  it  is  the 
agreement  of  the  parties  that  interest  shall  be  paid." 

It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Bespondents  that  this  Act 
prevented  the  Plaintiff  recovering  back  any  usurious  interest  which 
was  paid  in  excess  of  principal  and  legal  interest  under  the  con- 
tract But  an  action  to  recover  such  excess  could  not  properly  be 
called  "  a  civil  proceeding  for  usury,"  though  it  would  be  brought 
on  account  of  usury ;  the  words  of  the  Act  evidently  pointing  to  a 
proceeding  upon  the  fact  of  usury  itself,  and  not  upon  claims  which 
resulted  from  it 

On  the  part  of  the  Appellant  it  was  argued,  that  the  Act  of  1853 
leaves  an  usurious  contract  still  a  void  Contract,  as  it  was  before 
the  passing  of  the  Act.  But  the  words  ''  such  Contract  or  security 
shall  be  void  so  far,  and  so  far  only,  as  relates  to  any  excess  of 
interest,  &c.,"  can  only  mean  that  the  lender  shall  not  recover 
more  than  6  per  cent. ;  not  that  the  Contract  itself  shall  be  affected 
by  the  stipulation  for  more  than  legal  interest  The  whole  effect 
of  this  Act  is,  that  an  usurious  Contract  shall  no  longer  subject  a 
party  to  any  penalty  or  forfeiture ;  but  that  it  shall  be  invalid  so 
far  as  it  stipulates  for  more  than  6  per  cent 

Upon  the  subject  of  the  alleged  ratification  of  the  usurious  Con- 
tract, the  Appellant's  Counsel  cited  the  authority  of  many  eminent 
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WriteiB  upon  French  law,  to  shew  that  any  number  of  conjSrma-       J.  C. 
tions  or  compromises  made  while  the  Debtor  was  under  the  pres-       1868 
sure  of  the  usury,  could  not  be  urged  as  a  defence  to  his  action  to  KiEimtowsKi 
recover  back  the  money  paid  by  him  beyond  the  legal  rate  of     j.  *• 
interest.    To  which  it  was  answered,  that  the  transactions  which        — 
recognised  and  ratified  the  contract  all  took  place  after  the  Act  of 
1853,  which  had  made  usurious  contracts  no  longer  unlawful. 
And  TouUier,  under  the  head  of  '^  Contrata  et  OUigaiions  Canverh 
tiondles,''  vol.  iv..  Article  561,  was  cited,  where,  upon  the  subject 
of  the  ratification  of  Contracts,  which  are  void  from  regard  to 
public  order  or  the  general  interests  of  society,  after  stating  that 
*^  la  raiification  aerait  eUe-menie  infectee  des  memes  vices  que  Tacte 
raiijUe^  he  adds,  '^  Cependant  si  les  ehoses  en  etaient  venues  au  point 
oil  la  Convention  eesserait  d^etre  illiciie  et  pourrait pendre  naissanoey 
elle  pourrait  aJors  elre  ratiJUe,  soit  expressSment  soit  tacOement.^' 

But  the  Contract  of  the  11th  of  November,  1845,  could  not  have 
had  a  legal  existence,  nor  have  been  enforced  in  its  entirety  after 
the  Act  of  1853 ;  it  would  only  have  been  available  to  the  extent 
of  enabling  the  lender  to  recover  the  legal  interest  of  6  per  cent. 
Therefore,  no  subsequent  confirmation  or  ratification  of  it,  suppos- 
ing it  to  have  been  originally  usurious  and  void,  could  afterwards 
have  given  it  complete  validity. 

But  the  case  of  the  Bespondents  does  not  rest  upon  mere  ratifi- 
cation. They  assert  that  the  old  Contract  has  been  entirely  done 
away  with,  and  a  new  one  substituted  for  it  upon  a  good  and 
sufficient  consideration,  and  that  it  was  under  the  latter  Contract 
the  payments  sought  to  be  recovered  were  made.  No  payment 
beyond  the  amount  of  principal  and  legal  interest  was  made  until 
the  year  1855.  But  on  the  7th  of  May,  1853,  a  Deed  was  exe- 
cuted by  Mr.  Fraser,  as  Agent  for  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drummond,  and 
for  the  Count  and  Countess  de  Rottermund  and  Jean  B.  T.  Dorian, 
acting  for  the  Legatees  of  Dame  Govsineau,  by  which  the  first- 
named  parties  became  bound  to  pay  the  balance  of  interest  due  on 
the  11th  of  November  then  next,  and  in  consideration  of  this  the 
Dorions  granted  a  delay  of  four  years  to  pay  the  capital  of  the  two 
obligations  of  £4,875  and  £3,626  Ss.  6(2.,  and  at  the  end  of  that 
time  the  capital  of  the  two  Obligations  was  to  be  paid  in  one  pay- 
ment ;  and  Mr.  and  Mrs.  DrumTnond  gave  a  new  security  for  the 

Vol.  II.  8  2  E 
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J.  c.       debt  by  mortgaging  to  the  Dorions  property  belonging  to  them  ui 

1868       Montreal, 
KiBiMowBKi      ^^^  ^^  ^^*  *  ratification  of  the  Contract  of  the  11  th  of  November, 
'^'         1845,  but  a  new  Contract  made  upon  totally  different  terms,  and 

— —       in  consideration  of  forbearance,  and  with  an  additional  security 
given  for  performance. 

It  is  not  pretended,  however,  that  there  was  any  actual  taking 
of  usurious  interest  until  after  the  1st  of  September,  1855,  when 
Judge  Monddet  purchased  some  property  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Drum- 
mondy  and  a  Deed  was  executed  whereby  he  agreed  to  pay  the 
purchase-money  in  satisfaction  of  Debts  of  the  vendors,  and 
amongst  them  what  was  due  to  the  Dorions,  who  were  parties  to 
the  deed.  The  transaction  was  to  this  effect: — ^the  Drummonds 
had  contracted  to  sell  their  property  to  Judge  Monddet;  the 
VorionBy  having  a  charge  upon  the  property,  intervened  with  other 
Creditors ;  the  amount  then  due  to  them  was  settled  and  stated ; 
they  agreed  to  take  payment  in  a  certain  way  from  Judge  Monddd 
out  of  the  purchase-money.  The  Deed  expressly  states,  that  they 
entered  into  this  engagement  in  order  to  take  from  Judge  Mon- 
ddet  any  reasons  he  might  have  for  abandoning  the  contract  of 
purchase.  By  the  Deed,  also,  the  Dorions  give  up  to  the  Drum* 
monds  the  additional  security  for  the  debt  which  they  had  given 
by  the  deed  of  the  7th  of  May,  1853.  These  are  new  considera- 
tions moving*from  the  Dorions  sufficient  to  support  the  transaction 
of  the  1st  of  September,  1855,  as  a  new  Contract.  Under  that 
Deed  the  Dorions  received  a  large  sum  of  money  from  Judge 
Monddd,  which  made  the  payments  to  them  greatly  exceed  the 
amount  of  principal  and  legal  interest  due  upon  the  loan  from 
Madame  Cousineau,  But  the  payment  by  Judge  Monddd  cannot 
be  said  to  have  been  in  respect  of  the  Obligation  of  the  11th  of 
November,  1845,  but  of  the  new  Contract  of  1855,  to  which  the 
DrummondSy  on  whose  account  the  money  was  paid,  were  parties. 
This  being  so,  there  was  not  even  a  taking  of  illegal  interest  upon 
the  usurious  Contract  itself,  and  the  case  of  the  Appellant  must 
have  failed  upon  this  ground. 

After  the  execution  of  this  Deed  the  amount  due  to  the  Dorions, 
which  was  expressly  stated  in  it,  could  not  fairly  be  disputed.  It 
is  clear  that  the  Drummonds  were  bound  by  the  arrangement  thus 
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entered  into,  for  the  Dcriona  not  only  forbore  to  demand  immediate  J*  0. 
pa3^ent  of  what  was  due  to  them,  but  relinquished  a  security  1868 
which  they  held  upon  the  lands  of  the  Drummonds  for  their  debt,    eibbskowsei 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  are  of  opinion,  that  if  the  Appellant     dowok. 
had  proved  a  case  of  usury  against  the  Kespondents,  there  would        """" 
have  been  a  good  defence  to  the  action  upon  the  grounds  stated, 
and  they  will,  therefore,  humbly  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  to 
a£Srm  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  and  to  dismiss 
the  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Eensman  <&  Nicholson, 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Aahv^rst,  MorriSy  dt  Co. 


*  Present :— LoBO  Ghelmsfobd,  Sib  James  William  Colvilb,  and  Sib  Joseph 
Nafdeb. 
Vou  n.  8  2  P 


THOMAS  GIBLIN  (Executor  of  EICHAKDj      ,  J.c.» 

TTiiTTTTax  c     Appellant; 

LEWIS) 3  1868 

AND  j)ee,  2,  3. 

JOHN  FRANKLIN  MoMULLEN Respondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  THE  COLONY  OF 

VICTORIA. 

Banker — Deposit  hy  Customer  for  safe  keeping — Oratuitous  Bailees^jRdbbery  hy 
Servant  of  Bailees — Oross  Negligence,  meaning  of  term — Evidence — Non- 
suit. 

In  an  action  for  damages  against  a  Bank  as  Bailees  for  the  negb'gent  keeping 
of  certain  Railway  Debentures  placed  in  their  care  by  a  Customer,  in  the  ordinary 
way  of  their  business  as  Bankers,  it  appeared,  that  the  Box  containing  such 
securities  (of  which  the  Customer  kept  the  key)  was  kept  in  a  strong  room 
in  the  Bank,  with  the  Boxes  of  other  Customers,  and  specie  and  other 
securities  belonging  to  the  Bank.  Access  to  this  room  was  only  obtained 
by  passing  through  a  compartment  where  a  Cashier  sat  by  day,  and  a  Mes- 
senger slept  at  night  The  strong  room  had  two  iron  doors,  which  were 
opened  by  separate  keys,  which  during  the  day  were  kept  by  the  Cashier 
who  occupied  the  compartment.  One  of  the  keys  was  kept  at  night  by  the 
Cashier  of  the  Bank,  and  the  other  key  by  another  Officer  of  the  Bank. 
Beyond  this  strong  room  there  were  two  other  rooms,  in  the  outer  of  the 
two,  uncoined  gold,  and  in  the  inner,  bullion  and  unsigned  notes  were  kept 
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GiBLIK 

V. 

McMrLLEX. 


The  .Manager  of  the  Bank  kept  the  key  of  the  outer  of  these  luoma^  and 
one  of  the  Directors  of  the  Bank  that  of  the  inner.  The  owner  of  the  Box 
had  free  access  to  the  room  where  his  Box  was  deposited  during  Banking- 
hours,  in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  Bank  Clerks,  when  he  had  occasion  to 
take  out  coupons  fh>m  his  Debentures,  for  collection.  While  in  such  custody 
the  Cashier  of  the  Bank  abstracted  the  Debentures  from  the  Box,  and  made 
away  with  them: — Held,  that  the  Bank,  as  gratuitous  Bailees,  were  not 
bound  to  exercise  more  than  ordinary  care  of  the  deposits  entrusted  to  theui, 
and  the  negligence  for  which  alone  they  w^ould  be  made  liable  would  hare 
been,  the  want  of  that  ordinaiy  diligence  which  a  reasonably  prudent  man 
takes  of  his  own  property  of  the  like  description. 

The  application  of  the  term  *^  gross  n^ligence,"  in  the  case  oi  gratuitous 
Bailees,  considered  and  commented  on. 

At  the  close  of  the  PlaintifTs  case,  the  I^efcndant  applied  for  a  nonsuit, 
on  the  ground  that  the  Bank,  being  gratuitous  Bliilees,  there  was  no  evidence 
given  of  such  negligence  as  to  render  them  liable.  The  Judge  refused  to 
stop  the  case,  but  reserved  leave  to  move  for  a  nonsuit.  The  jury  found  for 
the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendant  obtidned  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  or  for  a  judgment  of  nixisuit^  and  the  Court 
made  the  rule  absolute  for  a  nonsuit : — lldd^  that  such  course  was  regular, 
as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  do  what  the  Judge  ought  to  have  done  at 
the  Trial,  when  at  the  close  of  the  Plaintiff's  case  jthere  was  no  evidence  upon 
which  the  jury  could  reasonably  and  properly  find  a  verdict,  as  the  Judge 
ought  to  have  directed  a  nonsuit ;  and,  as  in  every  case  before  evidence  is  left 
to  the  jury  there,  is  a  preliminary  question  for  the  Judge,  not  whether  there  is 
literally  any  evidence,  but  whetlier  there  is  any  evidence  upon  which  a  juiy 
can  properly  prooeed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  party  producing  it^  upon  whom 
the  onus  of  proof  is  imposed. 

xHIS  appeal  was  brought  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Victoria  ordering  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered  in  an  action  for 
damages,  wherein  Richard  Lewis,  deceased,  was  the  Plaintiff,  and 
the  Bespondent,  representing  the  Uniom  Bank  of  Auriralia,  was 
the  Defendant.  The  action  was  brought  for  negligence  by  the 
Bank,  in  not  having  safely  kept  and  taken  care  of  certain  Bailwav 
Debentures  belonging  to  the  Plaintiff. 

The  dedaration  contained  two  counts,  the  first  upon  a  bailment 
by  Bichard  Lewis  to  the  Bank  of  certain  Bailway  Debentures  to 
be  safely  kept  by  the  Bank  for  Lewis  for  reward,  and  alleged  that 
the  Bank  kept  the  Debentures  in  a  negligent  manner,  whereby 
they  were  lost ;  the  second,  upon  a  similar  bailment,  without  reward. 

The  Bespondent  pleaded  to  both  counts.  First,  a  general  denial 
of  the  bailment ;  and,  secondly,  not  guilty ;  upon  which  pleas  the 
Aj^llant  joined  issue. 
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The  action  was  tried  on  the  7th  and  three  subsequent  days  in        j.  c. 
November,  1866,  by  Sir  WUliam  Foster  StaweU,  Knt,  the  Chief        1868 
Justice  of  the  Supreme  Courts  and  a  jury.    Upon  the  dose  of  the      giblix 
Plaintiff's  evidence,  the  Defendant's  Counsel  applied  for  a  nonsuit,  ^  ^*' 

on  the  ground,  first,  that  there  was  no  evidence  that  the  Bankers       

were  Bailees  for  hire ;  and,  secondly,  that  there  weis  no  evidence 
that  the  Bank  was  guilty  of  negligence,  but  that  the  evidence 
shewed,  that  the  Plaintiff  himself  contributed  to  the  loss  of  the 
Debentures,  The  Court,  however,  directed  the  trial  to  proceed, 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  Defendant  to  move  for  a  nonsuit  on  all 
these  points. 

The  material  facts  proved  in  evidence  at  the  trial  were,  in  sub- 
stance, as  follows.  The  Plaintiff,  who  was  himself  examined,  resided 
in  Hohart  Town,  and  in  the  year  1857  opened  an  accoimt  with  the 
Melbourne  Branch  of  the  Union  Bank.  Soon  afterwards  he  depo- 
sited in  the  Bank  a  Box  containing  Deeds,  Debentures,  and  securi- 
ties of  various  kinds,  he  himself  retaining  possession  of  the  key. 
]^o  arrangement  was  made  when  the  Box  was  first  left  in  the  Bank, 
or  at  any  other  time^  as  to  its  deposit  or  safe  custody.  Nor  did  the 
Bank  receive  any  benefit  for  keeping  this  Box,  or  those  of  several 
other  Customers.  It  was  placed  in  a  strong  room  in  the  under- 
ground story  of  the  Building  in  which  the  Bank  business  was  trans* 
acted.  There  were  three  doors  to  this  room,  and  access  to  it  by 
steps  leading  from  a  small  compartment  which  was  separated  from 
the  general  Clerks'  room  by  a  partition  about  five  feet  high ;  in 
this  compartment  the  Cashier  sat  during  Bank  hours.  From  it  the 
outer  door  of  wood  opened  on  the  steps.  At  the  bottom  there  were 
two  iron  doors.  At  the  time  the  Plaintiff  deposited  his  Box  the 
keys  of  these  doors  were  kept  at  night,  one  by  the  Cashier,  who 
also  discharged  the  duties  of  Accountant,  and  one  by  another 
OiBScer  of  the  Bank.  The  former  alone  had  the  custody  of  the 
key  of  the  wooden  door.  A  Messenger  slept  in  the  compartment 
close  to  the  wooden  door,  and  two  Officers  of  the  Bank  in  other 
parts  of  the  building.  During  the  day  the  Cashier  had  the  keys 
of  both  iron  doors.    Beyond  this  strong  room  there  were  two  other  ' 

rooms,  one  inside  the  other,  in  the  inner  the  bullion  and  un- 
signed notes  of  the  Bank  were  kept,  and  in  the  outer  uncoine^l 
gold  previous  to  its  transmission  out  of  Victoria.    A  Director  re- 

3  2  F  2 
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J.  G.       tained  a  key  of  the  bullion  room,  and  the  Manager  the  key  of  the 

1868       outer  room.    The  way  from  this  compartment  out  of  the  Building 

GiBLDT      ^A8  either  through  the  general  Clerks'  room,  then  through  the 

MoMuLLEN    P'^'^lic  room  of  the  Bank,  and  so  to  the  public  entrance  door,  or 

through  a  portion  of  the  general  Clerks'  room,  then  by  a  passage- 

past  the  Accountant's  room,  the  Bill  room,  and  the  Managers 
room,  and  so  to  another  door  into  the  street.    Any  person  going 
out  or  coming  in  by  either  way  during  business  hours  must  haye 
been  seen  by  the  Clerks  in  their  room,  and  most  probably  by  others- 
in  other  parts  of  the  Bank  building.    In  this  strong  room  were 
placed  the  Customers'  Boxes,  between  300  and  400  in  number,, 
supposed  to  contain  Deeds  and.  securities,  the  keys  of  which  were 
all  of  them  retained  by  the  Customers ;  the  Manager's  Box,  Tellers' 
Boxes,  and  safes  or  Boxes  of  other  Banks ;  of  the  last  three  the- 
first  contained  Bills  of  Exchange  for  discount  and  collection  to  an* 
amount  varying  from  £1,500,000  to  £2,500,000,  the  second,  notes^ 
gold,  and  silver  coin  to  an  amount  of  about  £50,000,  and  the  third 
specie  and  valuable  property.     Customers  were  allowed  access  to- 
their  Boxes  during  Bank  hours  whenever  they  pleased.     They 
either  went  down  to  the  strong  room,  or  the  Box  required  was- 
brought  up  by  a  Messenger,  accompanied  by  a  Clerk,  to  the  Ac* 
countant's  or  Cashier's  room.     The  Boxes  were  opened,  and  the- 
contents  removed,  or  additions  made  to  them,  by  the  Customers  in 
the  presence  of  a  Bank  Clerk,  who  merely  saw  that  each  Customer 
went  to  his  own  Box,  but  did  not  attempt  to  observe  what  waa 
done  with  the  contents.    The  Plaintiff  had  put  Debentures  to  a 
very  large  amount  in  his  Box,  the  coupons  of  which  he  was  in  the 
habit  of  cutting  off  and  placing  in  the  Bank  for  collection ;  on 
some  occasions  he  took  the  Box  out  of  the  Bank  and  brought  it- 
back,  and  on  others  the  Debentures,  and  replaced  them  in  the 
Box.    In  1861,  the  Plaintiff  took  out  of  his  Box,  Debentures  to  an 
amount  of  about  £12,000,  then  becoming  due,  and  deposited  them 
in  the  Bank  for  collection  in  the  usual  way.     A  receipt  was  given 
for  them,  and  they  were  entered  in  the  Bank  Books.    In  January, 
1862,  the  Plaintiff  purchased  Bail  way  Debentures  in  value  £10,450,. 
and  put  them  in  his  Box.      Soon  after  he  changed  this  for  another 
Box.     He  caused  the  lock  of  the  latter  to  be  taken  off,  and  a- 
Chubb's  lock  with  two  keys  to  be  substituted,  and  he  transferred  to- 
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it  all  the  contents  of  the  first  Box,  retaining  throughout  the  keys        J.  c. 
^f  this  second,  as  he  had  done  that  of  the  first.    For  several  years        1868 
previous,  and  up  to  the  12th  of  April,  1864,  a  Clerk  of  the  name      GraLm 
♦of  Fletcher  discharged  the  duties  of  both  Cashier  and  Accountant.  ■^^^' 

On  that  day,  another  Clerk,  Thompson,  was  appointed  as  acting        

Accountant,  and  thenceforward  continuously  he  kept  throughout 
the  night  a  key  of  one  iron  door  leading  to  the  strong  room,  and 
FleteheTy  as  long  as  he  remained  in  the  Bank,  kept  the  key  of  the 
•other.  No  alteration  was  made  in  the  custody  of  these  keys  during 
the  day,  the  Cashier  had  both.  The  coupons  of  the  Debentures 
last  purchased  by  the  Plaintiff  became  due  in  April  and  October, 
and  he  was  in  the  habit  of  visiting  Melhoume  half  yearly  about 
these  dates.  On  the  19th  of  April,  1864,  being  then  in  Me[bourney 
he  took  the  last-mentioned  Debentures  out  of  his  Box,  carried  them 
to  his  Hotel,  cut  off  the  coupons  there^  those  to  fall  due  in  October, 
1864,  and  also  in  April,  1865,  replaced  the  Debentures,  and  depo- 
sited the  coupons  with  the  Cashier,  Fletcher^  for  collection  by  the 
.Bank,  obtaining  from  him  a  receipt.  On  the  30th  of  April  he  also 
placed  in  his  Box  some  gas  shares,  and  soon  after  departed  to 
Tasmcmia.  In  July,  1864,  Fletcher  obtained  leave  of  absence  and 
left  the  Bank.  A  short  time  before  the  present  action  was  com- 
menced, the  Manager  told  the  Plaintiff's  Attorney,  that  whilst 
Fletcher  was  in  the  Bank,  a  person  had  asked  respecting  his  cha- 
racter, stating  that  he  had  been  informed  by  letter  from  a  Mend 
formerly  residing  in  Victoria,  but  then  in  England,  that  this  friend 
had  not  received  from  Fletcher  moneys  which  he  expected  to  have 
•been  remitted  by  him,  and  that  he,  the  Manager,  then  said  he  had 
unbounded  confidence  in  Fletcher's  integrity,  and  that  he  had  no 
doubt  all  would  be  right.  Fletcher  had  been  upwards  of  eight 
years  in  the  service  of  the  Bank.  His  character,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  this  single  statement,  had  been  good,  and  his  conduct 
4iniformly  blameless.  When  he  left,  all  securities,  cash,  &c.,  under 
•his  control,  were  examined  and  found  correct,  and  all  the  Customers' 
Boxes,  the  number  having  been,  from  time  to  time,  duly  entered  in 
a  Book,  were  taken  over  by  his  successor,  examined,  and  found,  so 
far  as  the  Bank  knew,  correct  also.  On  Fletcher  leaving,  the  office 
of  Cashier  was  abolished,  and  the  duties  discharged  by  him  were 
henceforward  performed  by  the  Chief  Teller,  who,  as  well  as  the 
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J.  C.       Accountant,  had  necessarily  access  during  the  day  to  the  strong 

1868        room  in  which  the  Teller's  Boxes  and  loose  silver  were  kept,  and 

o^^      on  this  alteration  having  been  made,  directions  were  given  that 

M  M*''   KN    wh®i^®^®^  ^*  ^^  necessary  to  visit  the  strong  room,  both  these 

QflScers  shonld  go  together.    In  the  end  of  June,  or  beginning  of 

July,  1865,  the  Plaintiff  came  to  Mdbaume.  Soon  after  his  arrival 
he  went  to  the  Bank,  was  admitted  into  the  strong  room,  opened 
his  Box,  and  took  out  the  gas  shares  deposited  by  him  on  the  30th 
of  April,  1864.  He  did  not  then  examine  the  Box  further,  and 
was  not  aware  of  the  loss  subsequently  discovered.  After  he  had 
taken  out  these  shares,  he  submitted  to  the  Manager  a  form  of  re- 
ceipt for  the  Debentures  (£10,450  worth),  there  being  then  in  the 
Box  other  securities  to  the  value  of  about  £20,000.  This  receipt 
the  Manager  declined  to  sign  on  two  grounds — ^it  was  not  in  the 
form  of  which  the  Bank  approved,  and  the  Debentures  had  not 
been  delivered  to  the  Bank ;  but  he  offered,  as  the  Plaintiff  resided 
in  another  Country,  to  receive  the  Debentures  and  give  a  receipt  in 
the  form  adopted  when  such  securities  were  forwarded  by  post  On 
or  about  the  4th  of  July,  1865,  and  before  anything  further  was 
done  respecting  this  receipt,  the  Plaintiff  again  visited  the  Bank, 
had  his  Box  brought  up  to  the  Accountant's  room,  opened  it,  and 
missed  the  Debentures.  Inquiries  were  instituted,  and  it  was  dis- 
covered that  Fletcher  had  sold,  through  a  Broker  in  Metboumej 
some  of  them  to  an  amount  of  about  £2,500,  and  received  the 
money.  At  the  time  of  the  sale,  two  coupons  not  then  due  had 
been  cut  off.  The  precise  mode  in  which  these  Debentures  were 
abstracted  was  not  proved ;  there  was  no  doubt  Fletcher  was  the 
thief,  and  that  the  theft  must  have  been  committed  between  the 
19th  of  April  and  the  end  of  July,  1864,  and  to  effect  it  either  the 
lock  of  the  Plaintiff's  Box  must  have  been  opened,  or,  although 
soldered  to  the  Box  inside,  the  lock  itself  must  have  been  removed, 
a  false  key  made,  and  the  lock  replaced ;  the  solder,  when  the  Box 
was  first  produced  in  Courts  appe^ing  perfect  and  as  if  it  had  not 
been  moved.  During  the  trial  the  lock  was,  at  the  request  of  the 
jury,  taken  off,  and  presented  marks  of  previous  violence,  caused 
apparently  by  endeavours  to  remove  it  from  the  Box.  Whether 
those  endeavours  were  successful  or  not  did  not  appear.  After 
this  loss  was  discovered  the  Teller's  boxes  were  removed  to  the 


VOL.  n.]  CASES  IK  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  328 

room  in  which  nncoined  gold  ivas  kept,  and  of  which  the  Manager       J.  0, 
had  the  key.    No  other  change  was  made.    These  facts  the  Plain-       iscs 
tiff  contended  upon  the  trial  entitled  him  to  a  yerdict.    He  urged      GiBLnr 
specially,  that  even  gratuitous  Bailees  must  use  the  skill  they  ^j.  jJ'- 

possess,  that  by  the  change  made  subsequent  to  the  discovery  of  the       

loss  the  Bank  eyinced  they  possessed  requisite  skill,  or  no  change 
would  have  been  made,  yet  that  skill  was  not  exercised  until  too 
late.  Moreover,  that  the  Plaintiff  might  properly  claim  a  higher 
degree  of  care  from  a  Bank,  whose  special  business  it  was  to  receive 
valuable  securities,  than  from  any  private  individual  who  might 
have  acted  as  Bailee. 

Upon  this  evidence,  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant 
upon  the  first  count,  and  for  the  Plaintiff  on  the  second  count, 
with  £10,450  damages,  leave  being  reserved  to  move  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  upon  the  second  count,  and  to  enter  a 
verdict  for  the  Defendant,  or  a  judgment  of  nonsuit. 

A  rule  was  obtained  and  argued  before  the  full  Court,  which  was 
afterwards  made  absolute,  and  judgment  subsequently  given  on  the 
18th  of  May,  1867,  when  the  Chief  Justice,  on  behalf  of  the  Court, 
after  stating  the  summary  of  the  evidence  as  above  set  forth,  pro* 
ceeded  in  these  terms : — 

"  In  considering  the  arguments  urged  it  is  necessary  to  observe 
the  distinction  between  the  several  kinds  of  bailment,  and  to  avoid 
the  commingling  the  duties  of  one  with  those  which  properly  apper* 
tain  to  another  kind.  Bailees,  whether  gratuitous  or  mot,  may  be 
answerable  as  mandatories,  and  yet  they  may  not  be  accountable 
if  they  were  depositaries  merely.  Li  the  one  instance  they  under- 
take to  perform  some  act  in  relation  to  the  article  bailed,  and  if 
such  performance  involve  skill  they  are  bound  to  use  all  they  pos- 
sess.  In  the  other  they  are  passive,  not  active.  A  prudent  person 
not  possessed  of  skill  can  adopt  the  precautions  necessary  to  pro- 
tect property.  Depositaries  are  custodians  merely.  As  nothing 
active  is  to  be  done  by  them,  no  skill  can  properly  speaking  be 
applied.  The  necessity  for  its  exercise  does  not  arise.  The  nature 
of  tlie  bailment  depends  upon  the  agreement  expressed  or  implied 
between  the  parties,  and  the  duties  of  the  Bailee  depend  on  the 
class  within  which  the  particular  baUment  should  properly  bo 
placed.    Depositaries  though  gratuitous  are  bound  to  take  at  least 
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J.  G.  the  Bxme  care  of  the  article  bailed  as  they  would  of  their  own  goods 
1868  of  a  similar  kind.  Enjoying  any  special  means  of  protection  ihey 
Q^uf  should  extend  that  protection  to  goods  entrusted  to  them.  Thus 
if  they  happen  to  be  Bankers  and  possess  a  strong  room,  with 
several  doors  and  locks,  they  ought  to  place  goods  deposited  with 
them  in  that  room,  and  be  assured  that  the  doors  were  securely 
locked.  But  they  are  not  bound  to  do  more,  or  to  exercise  greater 
care  in  other  respects,  merely  because  they  happen  to  be  Bankers, 
than  the  nature  of  the  bailment  would  have  required  from  any 
other  person.  To  demand  more  at  their  hands  would,  in  effect,  be 
to  alter  the  nature  of  the  bailment,  as  the  occupation  or  business 
of  the  person  who  was  Bailee  may  have  changed,  and  so  make  the 
division  in  which  the  bailment  should  be  classed  depend  on  an 
accidental  circumstance  forming  no  part  of  the  agreement  between 
the  parties.  The  Plaintiff's  reasoning,  if  followed  out,  would,  in 
our  opinion,  break  down  all  the  well-known  distinctions  between 
depoBiium  and  niandatum.  Nor  can  we,  apart  from  evidence  of 
actual  negligence,  recognise  the  mere  change  in  the  management 
of  the  affairs  of  the  Bank  subsequent  to  the  loss  as  proof  of  any* 
thing  more  than  that  the  management  was  susceptible  of  improve- 
ment. Without  abandoning  these  arguments,  the  Plaintiff  also 
urged  that  negligence  was  a  matter  of  fact  for  a  jury,  and  that  as 
they  had  found  the  Bank  had  exhibited  gross  negligence  the  Court 
would  not  take  it  upon  itself  to  decide  the  contrary.  The  ques* 
tion  in  thiV,  as  in  other  actions  for  negligence,  is  whether  there 
was  evidence  to  sustain  the  breach.  Negligence  is  a  negative  not 
a  positive  term,  it  involves  the  non-performance  of  a  duty ;  and 
that  duty,  though  affected  by  the  special  facts  of  the  case,  must 
be  defined  by  the  Court.  The  nature  of  the  duty  varies  with  the 
existence  or  absence  of  reward.  That  of  gratuitous  Bailees  is  very 
different  from  that  of  Bailees  for  hire;  the  distinction  between 
these  several  lands  of  duty  is  a  legal  one,  determined  or  determin- 
able by  recognised  principles.  If  a  jury,  not  the  Court,  are  to 
decide  on  the  distinction,  it  would  depend  on  matters  of  fact,  no^  on 
known  principles  of  law ;  and  if  the  Court  must  decide  on  some, 
we  think,  as  put  during  the  argument,  they  must  decide  on  all  such 
questions.  The  defining  the  duty,  too,  necessarily  inyolves  the 
deciding  on  the  suiBBciency  of  the  evidence  to  go  to  a  jury.    For  if 
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the  Court,  having  defined  the  dnty,  is  of  opinion  that  there  is  no       J.  C. 
evidence  of  a  breach  of  that  duty,  the  Plaintiff  should  be  non-        1868 
suited,  unless  actions  for  n^ligence  are  to  be  tried  in  a  mode  dif«      Giblik 
ferent  from  all  others.    There  may  be  evidence  of  negligence,  but  moMulleit 

that  is  not  sufficient,  there  must  be  evidence  of  actionable  negli-       

gence,  of  a  breach  of  the  duty  imposed  on  the  Defendant.  It  is 
not  disputed,  that  if  there  is  any  evidence  for  the  jury,  they  consti- 
tute the  proper  Tribunal  to  decide  thereon.  There  are  doubtless 
some  observations  in  Doorman  v.  Jenkins  (1)  on  which  the  Plaintiff 
relied,  as  tending  fo  shew  that  the  question  of  negligence  is  for  the 
jury.  But  in  that  case  there  was,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
evidence  of  gross  negligence,  it  was  unnecessary,  therefore,  to  pro- 
nounce decisively  on  the  point  for  which  the  case  is  now  cited ; 
and  some  of  the  learned  Judges  abstain  in  marked  terms  from 
expressing  any  decided  opinion  on  an  extra-judicial  question. 
Before  and  since  that  decision  there  have  been  numerous  cases  in 
which  Plaintiffs  have  been  nonsuited  on  the  grounds  of  the  insuf- 
ficiency of  the  evidence  adduced :  Finueane  v.  SmdH  (2) ;  Aasop  v. 
YcUes  (3) ;  Cornman  v.  The  Eadem  Cotmties  Bailtmy  Company  (4) ; 
CoUon  V.  Wood  (5) ;  Hammock  v.  White  (6) ;  Cox  v.  Burbidge  (7) ; 
Harris  v.  Anderson  (8) ;  and  Crofter  v.  The  Metropolitan  Railway 
Company  (9).  Of  these,  perhaps  the  last  is  the  strongest  in  sup- 
port of  the  Defendant's  view,  as  in  it  two  witnesses  gave  evidence 
that  brass  nosings  to  steps  and  the  absence  of  handrails,  which  con- 
stituted the  negligence  complained  of,  were  attended  with  danger; 
and  yet,  though  no  witnesses  were  called  for  the  Defendant,  and 
there  were  none  to  contradict  those  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  evi- 
dence was  held  insufficient.  In  the  case  of  The  HSCene  (10),  re- 
cently decided  by  the  Privy  Council,  the  principle  is  recognised, 
that  the  Plaintiff  must  give  satisfactory  proof  of  negligence.  One 
other  objection  urged  by  the  Plaintiff  deserves  to  be  considered, 
namely,  that  the  commimication  made  by  the  Manager  to  the 
Plaintiff's  Attorney  afforded  grounds  from  which  a  jury  might 
legitimately  have  inferred  that  the  Bank  was  culpable  in  not  insti- 

(1)  2  Ad.  &  E.  256.  (6)  11  G  B.  (N.S.)  588. 

(2)  1  Esp.  316.  (7)  13  Ibid.  430. 

(3)  2  H.  &  N.  768.  (8)  14  Ibid.  499. 

(4)  4  Ibid.  781.  (9)  Law  Rep.  1  C,  P.  300. 

(5)  8  C.  B.  (N.S.)  568.  (10)  Ibid.  1  P.  C.  231. 
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J.  c.  tuting  inquiries  respecting  Fleicher*8  character.  Tlie  mode  in  wliich 
1868       the  commnnication  was  made^  and  the  period  for  which  Fldcher 

GmuQi  ^^^  *^^^  faithfully  served  the  Bank,  are  subjects  for  a  jury,  but 
the  report  or  complaint  was,  in  our  opinion,  yague  and  indistinct. 
The  bearer  of  it  himself  indirectly  solicited  the  advice  of  the  Bank 
on  the  subject,  asking  them  to  give  their  opinion  as  to  Fleteher't 
integrity.  In  fact,  information  as  to  character  was  asked  o^  not 
given  to  the  Bank.  Fully  conceding  the  responsibility  of  em- 
ployers for  the  acts  of  servants  known  to  be  dishonest  and  yet  still 
retained,  we  think  this  was  merely  a  rumour  which  did  not  neces- 
sitate investigation  at  the  hands  of  the  Bank,  or  so  put  them  on 
inquiry  as  to  render  them  culpable  if  it  were  omitted.  We  think 
the  Bank  were  merely  depositaries  of  this  Box,  and  that  they 
had  control  only  of  it,  the  Plaintiff  himself  retaining  control  of  the 
contents.  The  fact  of  his  demanding  a  receipt  for  these  Deben- 
tures is,  to  our  mindsi  conclusive  that  he  was  himself  satisfied  that 
the  Box  only,  and  not  the  contents,  was  deposited,  and  that  there 
existed  a  necessity  for  further  security  as  regards  some  at  least  of 
those  contents.  Without  deciding  that  from  an  accidental  inspec- 
tion by  one  of  its  OflScers  the  Bank  are  to  be  affected  with  know- 
ledge of  the  varying  contents  of  a  Box  to  which  they  had  not 
access,  we  think  that  they  discharged  the  only  duty  that  know- 
ledge would  have  imposed  on  them,  by  placing  the  Box  containing 
these  securities  in  the  same  rooms  they  did  other  securities  of  a 
similar  kind  belonging  to  the  Bank.  These  Railway  Debentures 
are  stated  to  be  transferable  by  deliveiy,  but  sales  of  them  are 
usually  effected  through  Brokers,  and  we  cannot  class  them,  as 
regards  the  degree  of  care  required  from  depositaries,  in  the  same 
category  with  the  specie  or  bullion  of  a  Bank.  The  declaration 
states,  that  the  Box  was  taken  to  be  safely  kept  Admitting  the 
distinction  between  an  article  taken  to  be  kept  and  taken  to  be 
safely  kept,  there  is  no  evidence  of  the  taking  as  alleged,  the  Box 
was  not  deposited  or  received  on  those  terms.  The  duty  of  the 
Bank  was,  in  our  opinion,  to  receive  the  Box  and  place  it  in  their 
strong  room.  In  the  absence  of  all  proof  of  negligence,  they  were 
not  required  to  alter  their  course  of  management,  or  establish  a 
system  of  supposed  checks  by  means  of  one  Clerk  acting  with  an- 
other.   If  the  Plaintiff  needed  greater  security  he  was  well  aware 
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that  according  to  tlio  proper  and  business  course  he  should  have  J.  0. 
deposited  these  Debentures  not  in  his  own  Box  but  in  the  Bank.  1868 
They  would  then  hare  been  duly  entered  in  the  Bank  Bool\S,  a  Gm^ 
lien  for  any  debt  due  by  the  Plaintiff  would  have  been  given  to 
the  Bank,  and  the  responsibility  thereby  imposed  would  have  been 
exacted.  He  had  taken  this  course  on  a  previous  occasion;  he 
deemed  it  expedient  not  to  continue  to  do  so.  He  took  the  risk 
upon  himself,  and  must  abide  the  consequences.  Had  the  Deben- 
tures been  deposited  and  entered  in  the  Bank  Books  in  the  regular 
way,  the  certainty  of  any  irregularity  being  detected  would  have 
afforded  the  best  security.  Fletcher  returned  all  the  property  the 
loss  of  which  would  have  been  at  once  discovered,  and  abstracted 
only  that  of  which  no  entry  was  made,  and  respecting  which  the 
Plaintiff  had  himself  very  clearly  intimated  his  intention  of  not 
opening  the  Box  for  a  period  of  eighteen  months.  Loss  by  private 
theft,  it  is  said  by  some  Authors,  affords  evidence  of  ordinary  negli- 
gence. Even  conceding  this  to  be  correct,  evidence  of  ordinary 
neglect  merely  is  insufiScicnt  to  sustain  this  action.  We  think 
there  is  no  evidence  of  actionable  negligence,  and  that  the  Bank 
are  not  answerable  at  law  for  the  abstraction  by  Fletcher  of  the 
contents  of  the  Box.  We  think  that  the  law  is  correctly  stated  in 
Addison  on  Contracts,  p.  406  [6th  Edit.,  by  Cave],  The  applica- 
bility of  the  passage  to  the  present  case  justifies  its  being  quoted : 
'  It  is  the  custom  of  Bankers  to  receive  and  keep  for  the  accommo- 
dation of  their  Customers  Boxes  of  plate  and  jewels.  Wills,  Deeds 
and  securities ;  and  as  no  charge  is  made  for  the  keeping  of  these 
things,  they  are  gratuitous  deposits,  the  Bankers,  therefore,  are 
only  bound  to  take  ordinary  care  of  them,  and  if  they  are  stolen  by 
a  Clerk  or  servant  employed  about  tlie  Bank,  the  Bankers  are  not 
responsible,  unless  they  have  knowingly  hired  or  kept  in  their 
service  a  dishonest  servant.'  The  Defendant  is,  in  our  opinion, 
entitled  to  a  verdict ;  but  as  at  the  trial,  when  leave  to  enter  a 
verdict  was  reserved,  there  was  an  understanding  that  the. rule, 
if  absolute,  should  be  for  a  nonsuit,  and  not  to  enter  a  verdict, 
the  rule  will  be  absolute  accordingly." 

The  appeal  was  from  this  judgment  of  nonsuit.  Before  the 
hearing  the  Plaintiff,  Lewis,  died,  and  the  appeal  was  revived  by 
the  Appellant,  his  Executor. 
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.  J.  C.  The  SolicUor-Oenerdl  (Sir  /.  D.  Cohridge,  Q.C.),  Mr.  Wa&in 

1868        WUUavM,  and  Mr.  Beresford,  for  the  Appellant : — 

GiBLnr  Tiie  evidence  given  at  the  trial  was  suflScient  to  support  the 

MoMuLLEsr.  verdict  of  the  jury.  Though  the  Bank  were  only  gratuitous 
Bailees,  they  are  responsible  for  gross  negligence.  What  consti- 
tutes gross  negligence  is  a  question  of  the  degree  of  negligence, 
and  is  one  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine :  Doorman  v.  Jen- 
Jcins  (1)  ;  ShieUa  v.  BlacTcburne  (2).  The  finding,  therefore,  of  the 
jury  upon  the  fact  of  negligence  ought  not  to  have  been  dis- 
turbed. The  liability  of  Bailees  depends  on  the  fact,  whether 
they  have  taken  such  precautions  as  they  were  bound  to  do  for 
the  protection  of  the  property  entrusted  to  their  custody.  The 
amount  of  care  requisite  is  one  entirely  for  the  jury.  Now,  here  it 
is  manifest  that  no  proper  care  was  taken  of  the  Appellant's  secu- 
rities. The  Bank  permitted  Fletcher,  their  servant,  to  keep  both 
the  keys  of  the  strong  room,  and  to  have  free  access  to  the  room 
at  any  time  without  the  control  of  any  one.  That  was  gross  negli- 
gence on  their  part,  and  they  in  fact  admitted  as  much,  for  after 
the  robbery  was  discovered,  the  Bank  for  the  first  time  adopted  the 
additional  precaution  of  sending  two  Clerks  with  a  Customer  into  the 
strong  room.  A  good  deal  of  confusion  formerly  arose  from  the  use 
of  the  term  "gross"  as  applied  to  the  negligence  of  a  Bailee  and 
what  was  sufficient  negligence  to  found  an  action  ;  but  in  Wilson 
V.  Brett  (3)  Mr.  Baron  Bo^fe  observes,  that  there  is  no  difference 
between  negligence  and  "  gross  negligence,"  which  he  said  **  was 
the  same  thing  with  the  addition  of  a  vituperative  epithet."  The 
same  view  was  taken  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Beal  v.  The 
South  Devon  Railway  Company  (4),  and  in  OriU  v.  The  General 
Iron  Screw  Collier  Company  (5)  Mr.  Justice  WiHes  expressly  recog- 
nised Mr.  Baron  Bolfe^a  definition  of  gross  negligence,  being  "  ordi- 
nary negligence  with  a  vituperative  epithet."  The  Bank  was  liable 
sis  Bailees  by  reason  of  negligence  in  not  taking  due  care  of  the 
Box  entrusted  to  their  care :  OriU  v.  The  General  Iron  Screw 
Collier   Company  (5)  ;   Dansey  v.  Bichardson  (6) ;   Beal  v.  The 

(1)  2  A.  &  E.  256.  (4)  3  H.  &  C.  337. 

(2)  1  H.  BL  158.  (5)  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  612. 

(3)  11  M.  &  VV.  115.  (6)  3  E.  &  B.  144. 
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South  Devon  Bailway  Company  (1)  ;  Hie  Peninsular  and  Oriental       J-  C. 
Steam  Navigation  Company  y.  Shand  (2).  1868 

Secondly,  the  rule  for  a  nonsuit  ought  not  to  have  been  made      Oibux 
absolute,  as  it  was  not  competent  to  the  Court  to  give  judgment  mcMullek- 

of  nonsuit  after  the  Defendant  had  gone  into  evidence.     [Lord       

Chelmsfobb  : — Is  it  not  competent  for  the  Court  to  adopt  the 
alternative  of  entering  a  nonsuit  or  a  new  trial  ?]  All  the  Court 
could  do  was  to  direct  a  new  trial  on  the  question  of  negligence, 
and  limited  to  the  terms  on  which  the  rule  was  granted.  The 
rule  ought  to  have  been  discharged,  and  the  Appellants  declared  en- 
titled to  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the  damages  found  by  the  jury. 

Mr.  Mdlishy  Q.C.,  Mr.  /.  Broum,  Q.C.  (Mr.  /.  D.  Wood  and  Mr. 
W.  Murray  with  them),  for  the  Kespondent : — 

If  this  appeal  is  allowed  it  will  cause  the  greatest  consternation 
among  Bankers,  as  weU  in  England  as  in  the  Colonies.  The  uni- 
versal practice  has  been  for  Bankers  to  allow  Customers  to  deposit 
their  securities  with  them  for  care,  the  Bankers  acting  as  gratuitous 
Bailees ;  but  if  this  appeal  succeeds,  no  Banker  will  in  future  give 
any  such  accommodation  to  their  Customers*  Now,  in  this  case 
there  was  no  bailment  of  the  Debentures  in  the  terms  alleged  in 
the  second  count  of  the  declaration,  nor  was  there  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  shew  that  the  Bank  kept  the  Debentures  in  such  a  negli- 
gent manner  as  alleged  in  that  count.  The  only  evidence  is  to  the 
effect,  that  FletcJier,  the  second  Officer  of  the  Bank,  was  allowed  to 
have  access  at  any  time  of  the  day  alone  to  the  strong  room,  but 
there  was  no  evidence  given  of  the  practice  of  Bankers  in  Mel' 
houme  or  elsewhere  to  shew  that  in  that  respect  there  was  negli- 
gence on  the  Bank's  part.  Other  Customers  as  well  as  the  Plaintiff 
had  daily  access  to  their  Boxes  in  the  strong  room,  and  it  would  be 
absurd  to  say  that  the  Directors  were  themselves  always  to  keep 
the  key  of  the  strong  room.  Though  the  Debentures  were  stolen 
by  Fletcher  from  the  Bank  whilst  in  their  custody,  the  Bank  would 
not  be  liable  for  the  loss  without  gross  negligence,  and  there  was 
no  evidence  of  such  negligence  on  their  part :  Story  on  Bailments, 
§§  63, 64  (7th  Ed.)    Coggs  v.  Bernard  (3),  which  is  the  leading  case, 

(1)  3  H.  &  C.  337.  (3)  Ld,  Raym.  909 ;  and  see  note  ta 

(2)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  272.     Smith's  L.  C.  p.  99  [2nd  Edit.] 
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J.  G.  and  in  wLich  the  different  kinds  of  bailment  are  defined,  was  like 
18G8  the  present  case,  one  of  gratnitous  bailment.  Lord  Holt  there  lays 
GiBLiN  it  down  (1)  that^  where  a  man  takes  goods  in  his  enstodv  to  keep 
for  the  use  of  the  Bailor,  the  Bailee  is  not  answerable  if  they  are 
stolen  without  any  fault  of  his,  neither  will  common  neglect  make 
him  chargeable,  bat  he  must  be  guilty  of  some  gross  neglect ;  and 
again  (2)  he  says,  a  Bailee  is  not  chargeable  without  an  apparent 
gross  neglect,  and  if  there  be  such  neglect  it  is  looked  upon  as  an 
evidence  of  fraud.  It  is  clear  that  Lord  HcU  meant  by  the  adjec- 
tive "  gross,"  wilful  negligence.  Having  regard  to  this  case,  Door- 
man V.  Jenkins  (8)  cannot  be  supported.  There,  in  assumpsit 
against  a  Bailee,  it  was  proved,  that  the  Defendant,  having  cus- 
tody of  money  without  reward,  lost  it,  and  made  the  following 
statement : — That  he  had  unfortunately  put  it,  with  a  larger  sum 
of  money  of  his  own,  into  his  cash-box,  which  was  kept  in  his  tap- 
room ;  that  the  tap-room  had  a  bar  in  it,  and  was  open  on  a  Sunday, 
but  the  rest  of  the  house,  which  was  inhabited,  was  not  open  on  a 
Sunday ;  and  that  the  cash*box,  with  his  own  and  the  Plaintiff's 
money,  had  been  stolen  on  that  day.  The  Judge  left  it  to  the  jury 
whether  the  Defendant  was  guilty  of  gross  negligence;  and  he 
told  them  that  the  loss  of  the  Defendant's  own  money  did  not 
necessarily  prove  reasonable  care.  Mr.  Justice  Taunton  there  says, 
the  phrase  *'  gross  negligence  "  means  nothing  more  than  a  great 
and  aggravated  degree  of  negligence,  as  distinguished  from  negli- 
gence of  a  lower  degree  (4),  and  he  properly  considered  that,  in 
some  cases,  the  question  of  gross  negligence  W€is  a  matter  of  law, 
but  Lord  Denman  was  of  opinion  (5),  that  it  was  a  proper  question 
to  be  leffc  to  the  jury,  as  it  was  impossible  for  a  Judge  to  take  upon 
himself  to  say  whether  negligence  is  gross  or  not.  In  Finucane  y. 
Small  (6)  it  was  held,  that  where  goods  are  bailed  to  be  kept  for  hire, 
the  Bailee  is  bound  to  take  the  same  care  of  them  as  he  would 
of  his  own,  and,  therefore,  if  they  were  stolen  by  the  Bailee's  servant 
without  gross  negligence  on  his  part  the  Bailee  was  not  liable. 
Foster  v.  Tlie  Essex  Bank  (7),  decided  by  the  Supreme  Judicial  Court 

(1)  Ld.  Raym.  913.  (4)  2  A.  &  E.  261. 

(2)  Ibid.  915.  (5)  Ibid.  265. 

(3)  2  A.  &  E.  250.  (6)  1  Esp.  815. 

(7)  17  Massachusetts  Beps.  478. 
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of  McLssiuiktLsetUy  is  a  direct  authority  in  oiir  favour,  and  in  its  iin-  j;  c. 
portant  features  resembles  the  present  case.  In  that  cas^,  a  cask  1868 
containing  a  quantity  of  gold  coin  was  deposited  in  a  Bank  for  safe-  g^^ 
keeping,  and  the  gold  was  fraudulently  taken  out  by  the  Cashier  oi 
the  Bank,  and  it  was  held,  that  the  Bank  was  not  liable  to  the  De- 
positor for  the  value  of  the  gold  so  taken.  It  was  further  held,  that  a 
mere  Depositary,  without  any  special  undertaking,  and  without  re- 
ward, is  not  answerable  for  the  goods  deposited,  only  in  cases  of  gross 
negligence,  which  is  equivalent  to  fraud  in  its  effects  upon  contracts, 
and  that  even  a  Bailee  for  hire  or  reward  is  not  liable  if  the  goods 
are  stolen,  if  he  shews  that  he  used  due  care  in  the  keeping  of  them. 
It  is  settled  law  now,  that  unless  there  be  reasonable  evidence  of 
negligence  to  lay  before  the  jury,  the  Judge  ought  so  to  direct  the 
jury,  and  the  case  to  be  withdrawn ;  a  mere  scintilla  of  evidence 
will  not  do :  Cotton  v.  Wood  (1) ;  Toomey  v.  The  London,  Brighton, 
and  South  Ooast  Bailway  Company  (2) ;  Oornman  v.  The  Eastern 
Counties  Bailway  Company  (3).  The  importance  of  these  cases  is, 
that  it  shews  that  the  Judge  takes  notice  of  the  evidence  as  to  neg« 
ligence,  and  not  as  Lord  Benman  ruled  in  Boorman  v.  Jenkins  (4), 
which  case  is  overruled  by  Crafier  v.  The  Metropolitan  Bailway  Com- 
pany  (5).  [Lord  Chelmsford  : — ^The  rule  in  respect  to  the  pro- 
vince of  Judge  and  jury  is  correctly  laid  down  in  Bydery,  Wowih 
v?eU  (6).  In  that  case,  to  a  plea  of  infancy  in  an  action  for  goods 
supplied,  the  Plaintiff  replied,  that  they  were  necessaries,  and  it 
was  held  that  the  question  of  '^  necessaries  "  or  not  **  necessaries  " 
was  one  of  fact,  and,  therefore,  for  the  jury,  but,  like  aU  other 
questions  of  fact,  it  should  not  be  left  to  the  jury  by  the  Judge 
unless  there  is  evidence  on  which  the  jury  can  reasonably  find  in 
the  affirmative.]  Although  that  ^vas  an  action  for  necessaries,  the 
principles  enunciated  in  that  case  apply  to  the  present. 

The  consideration  of  their  Lordships' judgment  having  been       1839 
reserved  was  now  delivered  by  ^^6  29. 

Lord  Chelmsford  : — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  of  the  Supreme 

(1)  8  C.  P.  (N.S.)  668,  (4)  2  A.  ife  E.  265. 

(2)  3  C.  B.  (N.S.)  146.  (6)  Law  Rep.  1  C.  P.  300. 

(3)  4  H.  &  N.  781.  (6)  Ibid.  4  Ex.  82. 
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J.  C.       Ckmrt  of  the  Colony  of  Victoria  in  an  action  by  the  Appellant'^ 

1869        Testator  against  the  Respondent 

GjBhis  '^^^  action  was  brought  against  the  Defendant  as  Inspector  of 

McMcLLKN    the  Union  Bank  of  Australia,  to  recover  damages  for  the  negligent 

keeping  of  certain  Railway  Debentures  delivered  to  the  Bank  to  be 

safely  kept  and  taken  care  of. 

The  Plaintiff,  who  resided  at  Sdbart  Town,  in  Tasmania,  had  aa 
account  with  the  Union  Bank  of  Australia  from  the  year  1857. 

From  the  earliest  period  of  his  becoming  a  Customer  of  the  Bank 
he  had  placed  in  their  care  a  Box,  of  which  he  kept  the  key»  con* 
taining  Securities,  Deeds,  and  Debentures.  The  Bank  received  no 
consideration  for  taking  care  of  the  deposits  of  their  Customers. 
In  the  month  of  January,  1862,  the  Plaintiff  purchased  the  Rail- 
way Debentures  in  question  and  put  them  in  his  Box.  The  Box 
appears  always  to  have  been  kept  in  a  strong  room  underground, 
in  which  the  Boxes  of  other  customers  of  the  Bank  were  placed. 
There  were  also  in  this  strong  room  the  Manager's  Box,  contain- 
ing Bills  for  discount  and  collection,  worth  from  £1,500,000  to 
£2,500,000,  Teller's  Boxes,  worth  £50,000,  and  securities  of  the 
Boyal,  Central,  and  Apra  Banks,  in  which  the  Union  Bank  was 
interested.  The  access  to  this  room  could  only  be  obtained  by 
passing  through  a  compartment  of  the  Office  which  was  separated 
from  the  part  where  the  Clerks  were  employed  by  a  partition  about 
five  feet  high.  In  this  compartment  Fletcher,  the  Cashier,  always 
sat  during  Bank  hours,  and  a  Messenger  slept  there  during  the 
night.  There  was  a  wooden  door  in  this  compartment  which 
opened  upon  a  flight  of  steps  leading  to  the  room  where  the  Plain- 
tiff's Box  was  deposited.  This  room  had  two  iron  doors,  which 
were  opened  by  separate  keys.  Fletcher  always  kept  the  key  of  the 
wooden  door,  and  also,  during  the  day,  the  keys  of  the  two  iron 
doors,  but  at  the  time  the  Debentures  in  question  were  placed  in 
the  Box  one  of  the  keys  of  the  iron  doors  only  was  kept  by  him 
at  night,  the  other  being  taken  care  of  by  another  Officer  of  the 
Bank.  Beyond  the  room  where  the  Box  was  there  were  two  other 
rooms;  in  the  outer  of  the  two  uncoined  gold  was  kept,  in  the 
inner,  bullion  and  unsigned  notes  of  the  Bank.  The  Manager 
kept  the  key  of  the  outer  of  these  two  rooms,  and  one  of  the 
Directors  of  the  Bank  that  of  the  inner  one. 
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The  Plaintiff  had  frequent  opportunities  of  seeing  how  and  where        J.  a 
his  Box  with  the  Debentures  was  kept.     The  Customers  were  per-        1869 
xnitted  to  have  access  to  their  boxes  during  the  Bank  hours,  but      oiBLut 
always  in  the  presence  of  a  Bank  Clerk.    The  Plaintiff  occasionally  ^  ^* 

went  down  to  the  strong  room  to  take  the  coupons  from  his  De-       

i)entures  for  collection,  but  generally  the  Box  was  brought  up  to 
him.  The  coupons  when  taken  from  the  Debentures  were  always 
given  by  the  Plaintiff  to  Fletcher  to  collect  for  him. 

On  the  19th  of  April,  1864,  the  Plaintiff  went  to  the  Bank  and 
asked  for  his  Box.  Fletcher  brought  it  to  him.  The  Plaintiff 
opened  the  Box,  took  out  his  Debentures,  and  carried  them  away. 
He  then  cut  off  the  coupons,  took  back  the  Debentures,  replaced 
them  in  the  Box,  locked  it,  and  gave  the  coupons  to  Fletcher  to 
collect  for  him  as  usual.  Before  the  Plaintiff's  next  visit  to  the 
Bank,  Fletcher  had  abstracted  the  Debentures.  The  exact  time  at 
^hich  this  act  of  dishonesty  was  committed  cannot  be  ascertained, 
tut  it  must  have  been  before  the  month  of  July,  1864,  as  Fletcher 
then  left  the  Bank  on  leave  of  absence  and  never  returned.  Up 
i;o  the  time  of  his  leaving  he  had  always  maintained  a  good  cha- 
racter. The  Plaintiff  did  not  come  again  to  the  Bank  till  the  3rd 
•of  July,  1865.  He  then  went  into  the  strong  room  and  took  out 
of  his  Box  some  gas 'shares.  On  the  following  day  he  returned  to 
the  Bank  and  hskd  his  Box  brought  up  to  him,  when  he  discovered 
that  the  Debentures  were  gone. 

All  the  material  facts  above  stated  were  proved  in  the  course  of 
the  Plaintiff's  case ;  that  the  Bank  were  gratuitous  Bailees ;  that 
"the  Plaintiff  had  known  for  years  the  manner  in  which  the  Bank 
kept  the  property  of  their  Customers  deposited  with  them,  and  the 
means  which  they  employed  for  its  protection,  and  that  the  Deben- 
tures  were  dishonestly  taken  away  by  Fletcher. 

At  the  close  of  the  Plaintiff's  case,  the  Counsel  for  the  Defen* 
dant  applied  for  a  nonsuit  on  the  ground,  that  the  Bank  being 
gratuitous  Bailees  no  evidence  had  been  given  of  such  negligence 
as  would  render  them  liable  for  the  loss  of  the  Debentures.  The 
Judge  refused  to  stop  the  case,  but  reserved  leave  to  the  Defen- 
dant to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit.  The  Defendant  thereupon  went 
into  his  case  and  called  witnesses.  The  only  material  additions 
^hich  he  made  to  the  facts  proved  by  the  Plaintiffs  witnesses 
Vol.  IL  3  2  G 
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J.  C.        were  the  keeping  in  the  strong  room  in  which  the  Plaintiff's  Box 
1869       with  the  Debentures  was  placed,  not  only  of  the  Boxes  of  other 

Q^An  Customers,  but  also  of  the  before-mentioned  valuable  property 
belonging  to  the  Bank ;  the  good  character  of  Fletcher ^  and  hi» 
leaving  the  Bank  in  the  end  of  the  month  of  July,  1864 ;  and 
that  after  Fletcher  left,  but  before  the  loss  of  the  Plaintiff's 
Debentures  was  discovered,  a  rule  was  made  in  the  Bank  that  two 
Clerks  instead  of  one  (as  formerly)  should  go  with  a  Customer 
wishing  to  examine  his  Box  in  the  strong  room.  The  jury  found 
a  verdict  for  the  Plaintiff  upon  an  issue  as  to  the  delivery  of  the 
Debentures  to  be  kept  by  the  Bank  without  reward,  and  also  upon 
the  plea  of  not  guilty  (which  raised  the  question  of  negligence), 
and  ihey  assessed  the  damages  at  £10,450. 

The  Defendant,  upon  the  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  moved  for, 
and  obtained,  a  rule  from  the  Supreme  Court  to  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict and  to  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  or  a  judgment  of 
nonsuit  That  rule  was  afterwards  made  absolute,  the  Chief 
Justice  stating  that  '^  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  the  Defendant 
was  entitled  to  a  verdict,  but  that  as  at  the  Trial,  when  leave  to 
enter  a  verdict  was  reserved,  there  was  an  understanding  that  the 
rule,  if  absolute,  should  be  for  a  nonsuit^  and  not  to  enter  a  ver-' 
diet,  the  rule  will  be  absolute  accordingly."  In  the  argument  of 
the  appeal,  the  Counsel  for  the  Appellant,  admitting  that  the 
Bank  were  gratuitous  Bailees,  and,  therefore,  not  responsible  except 
for  the  highest  degree  of  negligence  usually  styled  "  gross  negli- 
gence," insisted,  that  it  was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury,  whether 
the  Bank  had  been  guilty  of  this  species  of  negligence,  and  that 
the  Judge  would  not  have  been  justified  at  the  close  of  the  Plain- 
tiff's case  in  withdrawing  the  question  from  the  jury  and  directing 
a  nonsuit,  and  that  after  the  Defendant's  case  had  been  gone  into, 
and  the  jury  had  pronounced  a  verdict  upon  all  the  evidence  on 
both  sides,  it  was  not  competent  to  the  Court  to  give  a  judgment 
of  nonsuit,  or  to  do  more  than  to  direct  a  new  trial  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  negligence.  The  learned  Counsel  contended,  that  the 
Bank  had  been  guilty  of  negligence,  because  there  being  two  iron 
doors  with  protecting  lock»  to  the  strong  room  where  the  Plaintiff'fr 
Debentures  were,  the  Cashier  was  permitted  to  keep  both  keys. 
And  they  urged  that  the  Bank  by  their  own  act  admitted  that 
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they  had  not  been  sufficiently  careful,  as  after  Flicker  left,  they        J.  0. 
made  a  rule  that  two  Clerks  should  always  accompany  the  Cus-       1869 
tomers  to  the  strong  room  instead  of  only  one,  as  had  previously      GraLiw 
been  the  practice.  «  ^' 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  is,  whether  the  Supreme        

Court  was  right  in  directing  a  nonsuit  to  be  entered. 

It  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to  do  what  the  Judge  ought  to  • 
have  done  at  the  Trial ;  and  if,  at  the  close  of  the  Plaintiff's  case, 
there  was  not  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  could  reasonably  and 
properly  find  a  verdict  for  him,  the  Judge  ought  to  have  directed 
a  nonsuit. 

Formerly  it  used  to  be  held,  that  if  there  were  what  was  called  a 
scintilla  of  evidence  in  support  of  a  case  the  Judge  was  bound  to 
leave  it  to  the  jury.  But  a  course  of  recent  decisions  (most  of 
which  are  referred  to  in  the  case  of  Ryder  v.  WornimeU  (1))  has 
established  a  more  reasonable  rule,  viz.,  that  in  every  case  before 
the  evidence  is  left  to  the  jury,  there  is  a  preliminary  question  for 
the  Judge,  not  whether  there  is  literally  no  evidence,  but  whether 
there  is  any  upon  which  a  jury  can  properly  proceed  to  find  a 
verdict  for  the  party  producing  it,  upon  whom  the  (ynus  of  proof  is 
imposed. 

If,  therefore,  the  Plaintiff's  evidence  in  this  case  was  such  that 
the  Judge  ought  to  have  considered  that  it  fell  short  of  proving 
the  Bank  to  have  been  guilty  of  that  species  of  negUgence  which 
would  render  them  liable  to  an  action,  he  ought  to  have  withdrawn 
the  case  from  the  jury,  and  directed  a  nonsuit. 

But  the  Appellant's  Counsel  insisted,  that  as  the  Defendant  at 
the  Trial  did  not  rest  upon  his  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
Plaintiff's  case,  but  went  into  evidence  of  his  own,  he  did  it  at  his 
peril ;  and  that  if  he  proved  any  fiwts  which  were  favourable  to 
the  Plaintiff,  they  might  be  used  in  answer  to  the  application  to 
the  Court  for  a  nonsuit,  upon  the  leave  reserved  at  the  close  of  the 
Plaintiff's  case.  It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether  this  posi- 
tion is  correct  or  not,  because  the  Counsel  for  the  Bespondent 
agreed  that  the  Appellant's  Counsel  might  be  at  liberty  to  use  in 
argument  any  facts  which  they  could  extract  from  the  Defendant's 
evidence  in  support  of  their  case.  if| 

(1)  Law  Bep.  4  Ex.  32. 
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J.  0.  But  it  may  be  oonyenient  to  see  how  the  Plaintiff's  case  stood 

1869        upon  his  own  evidence,  before  considering  whether  it  was  at  all 
GiBLiN      improved  by  any  facts  obtained  from  the  Defendant's  witnesses. 
MoMuLLKN       ^^^  ^^  Plaintiff,  then,  give  any  evidence  of  the  Bank  having 

been  guilty  of  that  degree  of  negligence  which  renders  a  gratuitous 

Bailee  liable  for  the  loss  of  property  deposited  with  him  ? 

From  the  time  of  Lord  Solfs  celebrated  judgment  in  Coffffs  v. 
Bernard  (1),  in  which  he  classified  and  distinguished  the  different 
degrees  of  negligence  for  which  the  different  kinds  of  Bailees  are 
answerable,  the  negligence  which  must  be  established  against  a 
gratuitous  Bailee  has  been  called  **  gross  negligence."  This  term 
had  been  used  &om  that  period,  without  objection,  as  a  short  and 
convenient  mode  of  describing  the  degree  of  responsibility  which 
attaches  upon  a  Bailee  of  this  class.  At  last.  Lord  Oranworth 
(then  Baron  Bolfe),  in  the  case  of  WiUon  v.  Brett  (2),  objected  to 
it,  saying  that  he  '^  could  see  no  difference  between  negligence  and 
gross  negligence ;  that  it  was  the  same  thing,  with  the  addition  of 
a  vituperative  epithet"  And  this  critical  observation  has  been 
since  approved  of  by  other  eminent  Judges. 

Of  course,  if  intended  as  a  definition,  the  expression  '^  gross  neg- 
ligence" wholly  fails  of  its  object.  But  as  there  is  a  practical 
difference  between  the  degrees  of  negligence  for  which  different 
classes  of  Bailees  are  responsible,  the  term  may  be  usefully  re- 
tained as  descriptive  of  that  difference,  more  especially  as  it  has 
been  so  long  in  familiar  use,  and  has  been  sanctioned  by  such  high 
authority  as  Lori  EoU^  and  Sir  William  Jones  in  his  Essay  on  the 
Law  of  Bailments. 

In  the  case  of  ChrUl  v.  General  Iron  Serew  CoTHer  Company  (3), 
Mr.  Justice  WiUes,  after  agreeing  with  the  dictum  of  Lord  Oran- 
worth,  and  stating  that  the  same  view  of  the  term  ^'  gross  negli- 
gence "  was  held  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Beal  v.  The  South 
Devon  BaUway  Company  (4),  said,  '' Confusion  has  arisen  from 
regarding  negligence  as  a  positive  instead  of  a  negative  word.  It 
is  really  the  absence  of  such  care  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Defen- 
dant to  use."  It  is  hardly  correct  to  say,  that  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber  in  the  case  referred  to  adopted  the  view  of  Lord 

n  (1)  Ld.  Raym.  909.  (3)  Law  Bep.  1 C.  P.  612. 

(2)  11  M.  &  W.  113.  (4)  3  H.  &  C.  337. 
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Cfranworth  as  to  the  impropriety  of  the  term  "  gross  negligence.''       J.  0. 
Mr.  Justice  Crampion,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  said :       1869 
"  It  is  said  that  there  may  be  difficulty  in  defining  what  gross  neg-      gouh 
ligence  is,  but  I  agree  in  the  remark  of  the  Lord  Chief  Baron  in  ^^' 

the  Court  below,  where  he  says,  *  There  is  a  certain  degree  of       

negligence  to  which  every  one  attaches  great  blame.  It  is  a  mis- 
take to  suppose  that  things  are  not  different  because  a  strict  line 
of  demarcation  cannot  be  drawn  between  them ;' "  and,  he  added, 
**  for  all  practical  purposes  the  rule  may  be  stated  to  be,  that  the 
failure  to  exercise  reasonable  care,  skill,  and  diligence,  is  gross 
negligence."  Mr.  Justice  Montague  Smith,  in  the  case  in  which 
the  above-mentioned  observations  of  Mr.  Justice  WUles  were  made, 
said,  "  The  use  of  the  term  *  gross  negligence  *  is  only  one  way  of 
stating  that  less  care  is  required  in  some  cases  than  in  others,  as 
in  the  case  of  gratuitous  Bailees,  and  it  is  more  correct  and  scien- 
tific to  define  the  degrees  of  care  than  the  degrees  of  negligence." 
The  epithet  "  gross,"  is  certainly  not  without  its  significance.  The 
negligence  for  which,  according  to  Lord  EoU,  a  gratuitous  Bailee 
incurs  liability  is  such  as  to  involve  a  breach  of  confidence  or  trust, 
not  arising  merely  from  some  want  of  foresight  or  mistisike  of  judg- 
ment, but  from  some  culpable  default  Ko  advantage  would  be 
gained  by  substituting  a  positive  for  a  negative  phrase,  because  the 
degree  of  care  and  diligence  which  a  Bailee  must  exercise  corre- 
sponds with  the  degree  of  negligence  for  which  he  is  responsible, 
and  there  would  be  the  same  difficulty  in  defining  the  extent  of  the 
positive  duty  in  each  case  as  the  degree  of  neglect  of  it  which 
incurs  responsibility. 

In  truth,  this  difficulty  is  inherent  in  the  nature  of  the  subject, 
and  though  degrees  of  care  are  not  definable,  they  are  with  some 
approach  to  certainty  distinguishable;  and  in  every  case  of  this 
description  in  which  the  evidence  is  left  to  the  jury,  they  must  be 
led  by  a  cautious  and  discriminating  direction  of  the  Judge  to  dis- 
tinguish, as  well  as  they  can,  degrees  of  things  which  run  more  or 
less  into  each  other. 

It  is  dear,  according  to  the  authorities,  that  the  Bank  in  this 
case  were  not  bound  to  more  than  ordinary  care  of  the  deposit  in- 
trusted to  them,  and  that  the  negligence  for  which  alone  they  could 
be  made  liable  would  have  been  the  want  of  that  ordinary  diU- 
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J.  C.       gence  wliich  men  of  common  pmdence  generally  exercise  about 

1869        their  own  affairs. 

Q^^  The  case  resembles  very  closely  one  that  was  mentioned  by  the 

--^--*-         Cfounsel  for  the  Respondent,  which  was  decided  in  the  Supreme 

Judicial  Ck>urt  of  Massachusetts^  the  case  of  Foster  d  cd.,  ExeeuiorSy 

V.  The  Essex  Bank  (1).  The  Plaintiff  in  that  case  deposited  with 
the  Banky  for  safe  custody,  a  cask  containing  a  quantity  of  gold 
doubloons.  This  was  placed  with  other  deposits  in  a  vault  in  the 
Bank,  and  the  Agent  of  the  Plaintiff  was  in  the  habit  of  coming  to 
the  Bank  to  see  that  his  deposit  was  safe.  There  was  no  evidence 
how  the  vault  was  secured.  Whenever  the  Plaintiff  gave  orders  to 
the  Bank  (which  he  frequently  did)  to  deliver  some  of  the  gold 
doubloons  deposited,  the  cask  was  opened  by  the  Cashier  or  Chi^ 
Clerk,  who  delivered  the  doubloons  pursuant  to  the  orders.  The 
Cashier  and  Chief  Clerk,  both  of  whom  had  previously  sustained  a 
fair  reputation,  fraudulently  took  from  the  cask  doubloons  to  the 
amount  of  32,000  dollars,  with  which  they  absconded.  The  action 
was  tried  upon  the  general  issue,  and  the  jury  found  a  special 
verdict  The  Court,  after  argument,  gave  judgment  for  the  Defen- 
dants. The  Chief  Justice,  who  delivered  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
entered  fully  into  the  law  of  bailments  applicable  to  the  case,  hold- 
ing that  '^  as  far  as  the  Bank  was  concerned,  the  deposit  of  the  gold 
was  a  mere  naked  bailment  for  the  accommodation  of  the  depositor 
and  without  any  advantage  to  the  Bank  which  could  tend  to  in- 
crease its  liability  beyond  the  effect  of  such  a  contract."  **That 
the  Bank  was  answerable  only  for  gross  negligence  or  for  fraud, 
which  will  make  a  Bailee  of  any  character  answerable,  and  that 
gross  negligence  certainly  could  not  be  inferred  from  anything 
found  by  the  verdict,  as  the  same  care  was  taken  of  the  Plaintiff's 
property  as  of  other  deposits,  and  of  the  property  belonging  to  the 
Bank  itself."  And  the  Court  held,  that  the  Bank  was  not  respon- 
sible for  the  fraud  or  felony  of  the  Cashier  and  Clerk,  as  when  they 
abstracted  the  Plaintiff's  gold  from  the  cask  they  were  not  acting 
within  the  scope  of  their  employment;  "and  the  Bank  was  no 
more  answerable  for  their  etct  than  it  would  have  been  if  they  had 
stolen  the  Pocket-book  of  any  person  who  might  have  laid  it  upon 
the  desk  while  he  was  transacting  some  business  at  the  Bank." 

(1)  17  Massachusetts  Reps.,  478. 
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Their  Lordships  entertain  no  doubt  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the       J.  C. 
Judge  at  the  close  of  the  Plaintiffs  case,  upon  the  application  of       1869 
the  Counsel  for  the  Defendant,  to  have  ordered  a  nonsuit,  or  if  the      Giblih 
Plaintiff  refused  to  be  nonsuited,  to  have  directed  the  jury  to  find  MoMuLLHf 
a  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  as  there  was  an  entire  failure  of  evi-       ""~ 
dence  of  the  want  of  that  ordinary  care  which  the  Bank  was  bound 
to  bestow  upon  the  Plaintiff's  deposit. 

But  the  Judge  having  refused  to  nonsuit,  the  Defendant  there- 
upon went  into  his  case  and  called  witnesses,  and  having  done  so 
the  Counsel  for  the  Appellant  contend  that  there  being  evidence  on 
both  sides  the  question  could  not  be  withdrawn  from  the  jury,  and 
that  as  the  Judge  could  not  have  nonsuited  at  that  stage  of  the 
trial  it  was  not  competent  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  give  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit.  It  is  not,  however,  correct  to  say  that  the  Judge 
could  not  have  nonsuited  the  Plaintiff  after  the  Defendant  had 
entered  upon  his  case,  as  it  was  decided  in  the  case  of  Davis  v. 
Hardy  (1),  that  the  evidence  given  by  a  Defendant  may  be  used 
for  the  purpose  of  a  nonsuit. 

The  Defendant's  evidence  added  to  the  Plaintiff's  case  the  impor- 
tant fact,  that  in  the  stibiig  room  in  which  the  Plaintiffs  Debentures 
were  kept  there  were,  besides  the  Boxes  of  other  customers,  Bills, 
Securities,  and  specie,  the  property  of  the  Bank,  to  a  very  consider- 
able amount.  It  may  be  admitted  not  to  be  sufficient  to  exempt  a 
gratuitous  Bailee  from  liability  that  he  keeps  goods  deposited  with 
him  in  the  same  manner  as  he  keeps  his  own,  though  this  degree  of 
care  will  ordinarily  repel  the  presumption  of  gross  negligence.  But 
there  is  no  case  which  puts  the  duty  of  a  Bailee  of  this  kind  higher 
than  this,  that  he  is  bound  to  take  the  same  care  of  the  property 
•entrusted  to  him  as  a  reasonably  prudent  and  careful  man  may 
fairly  be  expected  to  take  of  his  own  property  of  the  like  descrip- 
tion. This  was  in  effect  the  question  left  to  the  jury  in  Doorman  v. 
Jenkins  (2),  where  Lord  Denman  told  them  that  "  it  did  not  follow 
from  the  Defendant's  having  lost  his  own  money  at  the  same  time 
as  the  Plaintiff's,  that  he  had  taken  such  care  of  the  Plaintiff's 
money  as  a  reasonable  man  would  ordinarily  take  of  his  own,  and, 
he  added,  that  the  fact  relied  upon  was  no  answer  to  the  action,  if 
they  believed  that  the  loss  occurred  from  gross  negligence.'* 

(1)  6  B.  &  C.  225.  (2)  2  A.  &  E.  258. 


MoMULLEN. 
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J.  a  No  one  can  fairly  say,  that  the  means  employed  for  the  protec- 

1869  tion  of  the  property  of  the  Bank,  and  of  the  Plaintiff,  were  not  such 
Q^^  as  any  reasonable  man  might  properly  have  considered  amply 
sufficient.  But  the  Appellant's  Counsel  insisted  that  the  fact 
appearing  for  the  first  time  in  the  Defendant's  case,  that  the  Bank, 
after  Fletcher  had  abused  the  confidence  reposed  in  him,  had  in- 
troduced additional  precautions  to  prevent  the  recurrence  of  a 
similar  act  of  dishonesty,  amounted  to  an  admission  that  their 
former  safeguards  were  not  such  as  prudent  men  ought  to  have 
been  satisfied  with.  This  argument  goes  the  length  of  contending 
that  if  a  gratuitous  depository  does  not  multiply  his  precautions, 
so  as  not  to  omit  anything  which  can  make  the  loss  of  property 
entrusted  to  him  next  to  impossible,  he  is  guilty  of  gross  neg- 
ligence. 

Their  Lordships  are  clearly  of  opinion,  that  the  Plaintiff  failed 
upon  his  own  evidence  to  prove  a  case  of  negligence  against  the 
Bank,  and  that  the  evidence  produced  by  the  Defendant  shewed 
more  strongly  the  absence  of  any  such  negligence  for  which  the 
Bank  would  have  been  liable.  They  will,  therefore,  recommend 
to  Her  Majesty  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  be  affirmed, 
and  the  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Davidson,  Carr,  dt  Bannister. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondents :  Murray  dt  Hutchins. 
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LAUEENCE  McDEEMOTT Appellant;        j.o.» 

AND  1868 

THE   HOK    JOSEPH    BEAUMONT,    ChiepJ  2)^. 

Justice  op  the  Supreme  Court  op  British 
Guiana,  and  THE  HON.  EOBEET  CEOSBy/  Kkspondents. 
BEETE,  FiBST  PUISNE  Judge 

ON  appeal  from  the  supreme  court  op  civil  JUSnCE 

OF  BRITISH  GUIANA. 

Contempt — Commitment  by  Cdcnial  Court — Jurisdiction — Appeal  to  Queen 

in^CounciL 

Leave  having  been  given  by  the  Judicial  Committee  (on  an  ex  parte  appli- 
cation) to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  against  an  Order  of  commitment 
for  contempt,  and  a  judgment  refusing  leave  to  appeal  from  such  Order,  made 
by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  British  Quiana ;  without  prejudice 
to  the  question  of  the  competency  of  Her  Majesty  to  entertain  an  appeal 
from  an  Order  of  commitment  made  by  a  Court  of  Record  inflicting  punish- 
ment by  fine  or  imprisonment  for  contempt ;  the  Appellant  objected,  inter 
alia^  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  in  British  Quiana  was 
not  a  Court  of  Record,  and  had  no  such  power  of  committing  as  had  been 
exercised.  The  Judicial  Committee,  considering  the  question  of  jurisdiction 
a  preliminary  question,  limited  the  argument  to  that  point:  and  upon  a 
review  of  the  Orders  in  Council  and  Ordinances  establishing  the  Civil  and 
Criminal  Courts  in  British  Quiana  was  of  opinion,  (1)  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  that  Colony  was  constituted  a  Court  of  Record,  and 
had  power  to  commit  for  contempt,  and  (2)  that  the  exercise  of  such  a  power 
being  discretionary  was  not  the  subject  of  appeal,  and  that  the  leave  given 
therefore  ought  not  to  have  been  granted. 

IN  this  case  the  appeal  was,  by  special  leave  (1),  brought  from  an 
Order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  British  Chiiana, 
dated  the  13th  of  April,  1866,  whereby  it  was  adjudged  that  the 
Appellant  had  committed  a  contempt  of  that  Court,  and  it  was 
ordered,  that  for  such  contempt  the  Appellant  be  imprisoned  for 
the  term  of  six  months,  or  until  he  should  be  sooner  discharged  by 
the  further  Order  of  the  Court  The  contempt  of  Court,  in  respect 
of  which  such  Order  was  made,  consisted  of  the  publication  by  the 

(1)  See  case  reported  nom.  In  re  McDermotty  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  260. 

*  Present:  —  Lobd   Chblmsford,  Thb  Lord  Justiob   Wood,   Sib  James 
William  Colyile,  and  Sib  Edward  Yaughan  Williams. 
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J.  C.        Appellant^  of  two  articles  in  a  Newspaper,  published  at  George  Town, 

1868        Demerara,  called  the  ''Cohnid"  on  the  29th  of  March,  1866,  and 
MoDbbmott  the  5th  of  April,  1866,  respectively. 

rj^  On  the  2nd  of  April,  1866,  the  Appellant  was,  by  an  Order 

JuDOEs  OP    signed  by  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Court,  summoned  personally  to 

Gttiana.     attend  the  Court  on  the  4th,  to  shew  cause  why  an  attachment 

"""       should  not  issue  against  him  for  the  contempt  of  Court  by  the 
publication  of  the  article  of  the  29th  of  March,  1866. 

On  the  4th  of  April,  1866,  the  Appellant,  in  pursuance  of  the 
above  Order,  personally  attended  the  Court,  when  it  was  further 
ordered  by  the  Court,  that  he  should  attend  the  Court  at  its 
sitting  on  the  Friday  then  next  {the  6th),  there  to  answer  in 
respect  of  the  contempt  alleged  against  him.  On  that  day  the 
Appellant  again  appeared,  in  pursuance  of  the  last-mentioned 
Order  of  the  4th,  and  Counsel  shewed  cause  on  his  behalf,  when 
the  Court,  taking  notice  that  since  the  4th,  namely,  on  the  5th 
of  April,  the  Appellant  h«id  committed  a  further  contempt  of 
Court,  by  the  publication  of  the  article  of  that  date  in  ihe 
"  Colonid "  Newspaper,  it  was  ordered  by  the  Court,  that  the 
Appellant  should  attend  the  Court  at  its  sittings  on  Tuesday  then 
next,  the  10th,  and  should  then  further  answer,  as  well  for  the 
contempt  alleged  against  him  in  the  aforesaid  Orders  mentioned, 
as  for  such  further  contempt  as  was  then  alleged  in  respect  of  Ihe 
article  published  on  the  5th  of  April.  On  the  10th  the  Appel- 
lant appeared  personally  in  Court,  in  obedience  to  the  Order  of  the 
Court  made  on  the  6th  of  ApriL  Being  called  on  to  shew  cause,  the 
^  Appellant's  Counsel  objected  and  declined  so  to  do,  alleging  that 
such  Order  was  irregular  and  ought  not  to  be  proceeded  on,  but 
that  the  Court  ought,  without  reference  thereto,  to  adjudicate  on 
and  dispose  of  the  matters  alleged  against  the  Appellant,  and  as 
to  which  he  was  called  on  to  shew  cause  by  the  before-mentioned 
Orders  of  the  2nd  and  4th  of  April.  The  Court  having  considered 
the  objection,  overruled  it,  and  held  that  the  Order  of  the  6th  of 
April  was  regular,  and  that  the  Appellant  was  bound  to  shew  cause 
as  thereby  directed;  and  further,  his  Counsel  objected  to  the 
Order  being  proceeded  upon,  inasmuch  as  it  was  pronounced 
ore  tenu8y  and  no  minute  or  written  copy  had  been  served  upon 
him,  but  the  Court  held  that  the  Appellant  having  been  present 
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personally  and  by  his  Counsel  in  Court  when  such  Order  was  made,        J.  0. 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  serve  him  with  any  minute  or  copy       I868 
thereof;  and  intimated,  that  if  he  or  his  Counsel  desired  to  be  moDkrhott 
further  advised  of  the  same,  or  the  tenns  or  effect  thereof,  the       J^ 
Court  would  allow  a  further  time  to  sliew  cause  thereunder.    The    Jmcis  of 
Appellant's  Counsel  having,  in  the  circumstances,  declined  to  shew     Guiana. 
cause,  Mr.  JBoss,  as  the  Informant  of  the  Court  in  the  matter,  was       "~^ 
heard  in  answer  to  what  was  alleged  on  belialf  of  the  Appellant  on 
the  6th  of  ^priL     The  Appellant's  Counsel  declined  to  reply, 
whereupon  the  Court  reserved  its  decision  until  the  Friday  then 
next,  the  13th  of  April,  and  ordered  the  Appellant  to  appear  per- 
sonally at  the  sitting  of  the  Court  on  that  day,  intimating  that  not- 
withstanding his  previous  refusal  to  shew  cause,  they  would  allow 
him  to  do  so  before  pronouncing  their  decision. 

On  the  13th  of  April,  the  Court  asked  the  Appellant's  Counsel 
whether  he  desired  to  shew  cause  in  the  matter,  when,  considering 
the  whole  proceeding  irregular  and  illegal,  he  declined,  whereupon 
the  Court  adjudged  and  determined  that  the  Appellant  had  com- 
mitted a  high  contempt  of  the  Court  by  having  printed  and  pub- 
lished in  the  **  Colonist "  Newspaper  of  the  29th  of  March,  and 
5th  of  April,  the  articles  before  mentioned,  such  articles  respec- 
tively "  containing  divers  matters  scandalously  reflecting  upon  His 
Honour  James  Crosby,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court,  and  unjustly 
reflecting  upon  Mr.  Boss,  the  Informant  of  the  Courts  therein  tend- 
ing to  defEune  and  obstruct  the  administration  of  justice,"  and 
ordered  that  for  such  contempts  the  Appellant  be  imprisoned  tor 
the  term  of  six  calendar  months,  to  be  computed  from  the  date  of 
the  Order  (13th  of  April/ 1866),  or  until  he  should  be  sooner  dis- 
charged by  the  further  Order  of  the  Court.  The  Appellant  was 
thereupon  delivered  into  the  custody  of  the  Keeper  of  Her  Majesty's 
gaol  at  Oeorffe  Town,  under  a  warrant  of  commitment,  dated  the 
13th  of  April,  1866.  He  afterwards,  on  the  14th  of  April,  peti- 
tioned the  Court  for  leave  to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Her  Privy 
Council  from  the  Order.  The  Court,  howeva*,  on  the  4ih  of  May, 
1866,  refused  to  grant  leave. 

In  consequence,  the  Appellant,  on  the  21st  of  October,  1866, 
presented  a  petition  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  praying  for  leave  to 
appeal  against  the  Order  of  the  13th  of  April,  1866,  and  also  the 
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J.  c.       judgment  of  the  4th  of  May,  1866,  refusing  leave  to  appeaL     The 
1868        Judicial  Committee  on  the  hearing  of  the  petition  on  the  3id  of 
MoDmiaxT  November,  1866,  reported  as  their  opinion,  that  leave  ought  to  be 
^        granted  to  the  Appellant  to  enter  into  and  prosecute  hia  appeal 
Judges  or    against  the  Order  of  the  13th  of  April,  1866,  and  from  the  judg- 
Guiana,     ment  of  the  Court  of  the  4th  of  May,  1866,  without  prejudice  to 
the  question  of  the  competency  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council  to  en- 
tertain an  appeal  from  an  Order  of  a  Court  of  Eecord  inflicting 
punishment  by  fine  or  imprisonment  for  a  contempt  of  Courts 
which  question  was  to  be  open  to  argument  on  the  hearing  of  the 
appeal ;  and  that  a  copy  of  the  Order  in  Council  ought  to  be  served 
on  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  GhUana,  with  leave 
to  put  in  their  answer  to  the  appeal.    By  an  Order  in  Council.  Her 
Majesty  was  pleased  to  approve  of  such  Beport,  and  to  order  as 
therein  recommended. 

A  copy  of  the  Order  in  Council  was  served  on  the  Judges  of 
the  Supreme  Court,  who  considered,  as  recorded  on  a  minute  of 
the  Court,  that  they  ought  not  to  appear  or  act  as  Bespondents 
in  the  matter,  unless  the  Lords  of  Her  Majesty's  Council  should 
deem  it  fit  and  desirable  they  should  do  so,  for  the  better  and  more 
effectual  elucidation  and  determination  of  any  matter  which  might 
be  brought  into  question  before  their  Lordships;  or  unless  any 
statement  should  be  made  in  the  petition  or  the  case  on  appeal 
lodged  by  the  Appellant,  in  pursuance  of  the  liberty  given  by  the 
above  Order  in  Council,  which  might  make  it  incumbent  on  the 
Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  guard  against  any  errors  therein. 
On  the  22nd  of  June,  1867,  the  Judicial  Committee  appointed 
the  hearing  of  the  appeal  for  the  sittings  after  Michaelmas  Term, 
1867,  and  expressed  an  opinion,  that  it  was  desirable  that  when  the 
question  came  on  to  be  argued,  some  proper  party  should  be  pre- 
sent representing  the  Crown,  or  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
in  order  that  the  question  might  be  solemnly  considered  and  deter- 
mined. 

The  Appellant  accordingly  lodged  a  case,  wherein  he  stated  the 
circumstances  above  narrated,  and  contended:  First,  that  the 
Order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  13th  of  April,  1866,  was  an 
appealable  grievance  within  the  provisions  of  the  Order  in  Council 
of  the  30th  of  June,  1831,  regulating  appeals  from  the  Supreme 


VOL.  n.]  OASES  m  the  privy  council.  345 

Court  of  Ciyil  Justice  in  British  Chiiana  to  Her  Majesty  in        J.  0. 
Council,  and,  moreover,  came  within  the  provisions  of  the  Act,        ises 
3  &  4  WilL  4,  c.  41,  s,  4,  as  well  as  the  general  power  of  Her  MoDsMforr 
Majesty  to  admit  appeals  in  matters  relating  to  the  liberty  of  the        ^^ 
subject,  he  being  otherwise  remediless  in  the  premises ;  Secondly,    Jin>0E8  of 
that  the  Order  of  the  13th  of  April,  1866,  and  the  judgment  of  the     Guiaxa. 

4th  of  May,  1866,  and  the  proceedings  of  the  2nd,  4th,  6th,  10th,        

and  13th  of  April,  1866,  were  severally  irregular  and  illegal,  and 
ought  never  to  have  been  made,  and  that  the  Appellant  was  greatly 
aggrieved  thereby  and  deeply  injured,  as  well  by  such  illegal 
proceedings  as  by  the  enforcement  of  the  same,  and  was  desirous, 
as  well  for  the  vindication  of  his  own  character  and  reputation,  as 
for  the  right  and  due  administration  of  justice  and  the  liberty 
of  Her  Majesty's  subjects  in  the  Colony,  that  such  Orders,  judg- 
ments, and  proceedings,  should  be  declared  void,  as  being  severally 
and  individually  unwarranted,  irregular,  and  wholly  illegal,  for  the 
following  reasons : — 

First,  because  it  is  the  undoubted  prerogative  of  Her  Majesty  to 
admit,  and  has  been  the  practice  of  the  Judicial  Committee  of  the 
Privy  Council  to  advise,  the  allowance  of  an  appeal  from  Orders  of 
Colonial  Courts  where  the  liberty  of  the  subject  is  involved,  and  in 
which  no  redress  can  be  obtained  in  the  Colony;  the  Superior 
Courts  in  this  Country  being,  since  the  passing  of  the  Statute, 
25  &  26  Vict  c.  20,  s.  1,  expressly  prohibited  from  interfering  in 
such  cases  by  writ  of  Habeas  corpus. 

Second,  because  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  jBW^mA 
Cruiana  was  not  a  Court  of  Becord,  and  had,  in  the  circumstances 
of  the  case,  no  power  to  commit  by  summary  process  for  the  alleged 
contempt. 

Third,  because  the  proceedings  and  Orders  complained  of  were 
wholly  irregular  as  well  as  illegal,  and,  at  law,  absolutely  null  and 
void. 

Fourth,  because  the  articles  in  the  "  Colonist "  Newspaper  were 
not  in  themselves  libels,  or  of  such  a  character  as  tended  to  impede 
or  interfere  with  the  due  administration  of  justice,  or  to  bring  any 
disrepute  on  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice. 

Fifth,  because  the  commitment  of  the  Appellant  to  the  com- 
mon gaol  of  the  Colony  for  six  months  for  such  alleged  contempts 
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J.  C.       of  Court,  and  refusing  bim  leave  to  appeal,  was  an  oppressive 

1868        and  vindictive  exercise  of  a  supposed  judicial  authority,  and  besides 

MoDermoit  inflicting  a  grievous  and  irreparable  wrong  upon  the  Appellant, 

r^^^        tended  to  bring  the  administration  of  justice  in  the  Colony  into 

Judges  or    serious  disrepute. 

GciANA.         Sixth,  because  the  Warrant  of  commitment  was  bad  botJi  in  sub- 
""^        stance  and  form,   as  it  purported  to  commit  the  Appellant  for 
alleged  offences,  in  respect  of  which  he  had  neither  been  summoned 
nor  duly  charged ;  and 

Seventh,  because  the  Warrant  did  not  contain  or  set  forth  the 
alleged  libel  on  account  of  which  the  Appellant  was  committed. 

The  Chief  Justice  and  the  first  puisne  Judge  of  the  Supreme 
Court,  who  constituted  the  Supreme  Court  at  the  time  of  making 
the  Orders  complained  of,  appeared  and  submitted,  that  the  appeal 
should  be  dismissed  for  the  following  reasons : — 

First,  because  it  is  not  competent  for  Her  Majesty  in  Council  to 
entertain  an  appeal  from  an  Order  of  a  Court  of  Eecord,  inflicting 
punishment  by  fine  or  imprisonment  for  a  contempt  of  Court. 

Second,  because  the  Order  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice 
of  the  13th  of  April,  1866,  and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  the 
4th  of  May,  1866,  and  the  proceedings  had  in  the  Court  in  respect 
of  the  matter  of  the  Appellant,  to  which  the  Order  and  judgment 
related,  were  respectively  legal  and  regular. 

Third,  because  the  Warrant  of  commitment  was  good  and  valid 
in  substance  and  form. 

Fourth,  because  the  Appellant  did  not  petition  for  leave  to 
appeal  in  the  matter,  until  after  the  period  of  imprisonment  to 
which  he  was  sentenced  had  expired. 

Mr.  Cderidgre,  Q.C.,  Mr.  0.  E.  PoUoek,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Edmund 
jP.  Moore,  for  the  Appellant. 

The  SdicHor-Oeneral  (Sir  B.  Baggallay),  Mr.  Archibald,  and 
Mr.  CracJcnaU,  for  the  Judges. 

The  Solidtor-General  having  taken,  as  a  preliminary  objection, 
the  point  reserved  in  the  Order  in  Council  giving  leave  to  appeal, 
respecting  the  competency  of  Her  Majesty  to  entertain  an  appeal 
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from  an  Order  of  a  Court  of  Eecord  inflicting  punishment  by  fine       j.  c. 
or  imprisonment  for  a  contempt  of  Court;  and  the  Appellant       ises 
having  expressly  alleged,  as  a  ground  of  appeal,  that  the  Supreme  mcDermott 
Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  British  Qmana  was  not  a  Court  of  Eecord,        JP- 

Judges  of 

Lord  Chelmsford  intimated,  on  the  part  of  their  Lordships,     G^ilSf 

that  they  would  proceed  to  hear  the  case  as  upon  a  motion  to       

rescind  the  Order  in  Council  granting  leave  to  appeal,  and  that 
such  consideration  being,  in  their  Lordships'  judgment,  but  a  pre- 
liminary and  formal  objection,  they  would  hear  but  one  Counsel 
on  either  side. 

Mr.  Coleridge^  Q.C. : — 

The  question  which  your  Lordships  deem  a  preliminary  one, 
namely^  whether  it  is  competent  for  Her  Majesty  to  entertain  an 
appeal  from  an  Order  of  a  Court  of  Eecord,  inflicting  punishment 
by  fine  and  imprisonment,  for  an  alleged  contempt  of  Court,  and 
therefore,  whether,  on  the  assumption  that  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Civil  Justice  of  Briiish  Ouiana  is  a  Court  of  Eecord,  leave  to 
appeal  in  this  case  ought  to  have  been  granted,  is  a  question 
of  more  importance  than  almost  any  that  can  be  brought  before 
this  Tribunal,  for  it  affects  not  the  liberty  of  the  subject  alone, 
or  the  authority  of  the  Court  assuming  this  power,  but  the 
prerogative  of  the  Crown  to  entertam  an  appeal  from  such  an 
exercise  of  authority  by  a  Colonial  Court,  where  redress  is 
neither  to  be  obtained  in  the  Colony  itself,  nor  in  any  of  Her 
Majesty's  Courts  in  England.  By  the  25  &  26  Vict.  c.  20,  s.  1, 
the  Superior  Courts  in  this  Country  are  expressly  prohibited  from 
interfering  in  Colonial  cases  by  Sdbeas  corpua ;  and  in  the  Colony 
of  British  Ouiana  the  Commissioners  for  Inquiry  into  the  Laws  of 
the  Wed  Indies  expressly  declare,  in  their  Second  Eeport  (p.  8  and 
Appx.  p.  71),  that  there  is  no  such  Writ  known  there,  and  no  process 
similar,  and  there  is  certainly  no  Ordinance  of  the  Colony,  or  Im- 
perial Statute,  which  gives  such  or  any  similar  remedy.  It  wiU  be 
necessary,  therefore,  in  the  first  place,  to  refer  briefly  to  the  history 
and  constitution  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  originally 
established  in  British  Chiiana  and  as  it  now  exists,  to  shew,  that 
that  Court  is  not,  and  never  was,  a  Court  of  Eecord  in  the  sense 
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J.  c.       understood  in  the  Superior  Courts  at  Westminster  as  Courts  of 

1868        Eecord,  and  has  none  of  the  incidents  which  belong  to  a  Court  of 

Mor^corr   ^^ord  which  could  give  authority  to  such  a  commitment  for  coin 

,^        tempt  as  has  in  this  case  been  exercised. 
JrpGEs  OF        The  Colony  of  British  Chiiana,  known  formerly  as  Duich  Ghiiana, 
Guiana,     is  a  conquered  Colony.    By  virtue  of  the  capitulation  of  the  18th  and 
24th  of  September,  1803,  the  then  existing  institutions,  as  well  as  the 
Laws  prevailing  in  the  three  several  Colonies  of  Demerara,  Ikse- 
quibOf  and  Berhice,  which  now  form  the  Colony  of  British  Gruiatui^ 
were  retained  and  guaranteed  to  the  inhabitants  (1).    The  Law  pre- 
vailing in  these  Colonies  at  the  period  of  their  acquisition  was  the 
old  Law  of  EcUandf  the  Boman-Dutch  Law,  **  peculiar  vernacular 
Laws,  and  the  Boman  Law  in  siAsidium  *'  (2)  ;  and  that  Law,  sub- 
ject to  such  alterations  as  have  since  been  made  by  the  Crown,  the 
Imperial,  and  the  Colonial  Legislatures,  is  the  Law  which  still  prevails 
in  the  Colony,  and  has  always  been  uniformly  recognised  and  acted 
on  as  the  ruling  authority,  as  well  in  the  Civil  Courts  of  the  Colony 
as  by  this  Committee.     The  constitution  of  the  Courts  of  Justice, 
and  the  status  and  authority  of  the  Judges,  was  in  accordance  with 
that  Law,  and,  where  not  expressly  and  authoritatively  altered,  re- 
mains so  still.    It  appears  from  the  history  of  the  three  Colonies  that 
no  material  alteration  in  the  constitution  or  practice  of  the  Courts 
of  Justice  took  place  from  the  year  1803  to  1812,  when  there  was 
a  union  of  the  Courts  of  Demerara  and  Essequibo^  the  office  of 
President  of  the  Court  of  Justice  was  made  separate  from  that  of 
the  Governor,  and  the  Eoglish  language  substituted  for  the  Dutch 
in  all  legal  proceedings.    From  that  period  up  to  the  year  1831  no 
other  alterations  were  made  in  the  Courts  in  the  Colony,  except  in 
the  appointment  of  a  President  Judge,  the  first  being  Mr.  Henry, 
the  author  of  a  report  upon  the  Criminal  Law  of  British  OuianOy 
and  the  learned  translator  of  Van  der  Linden's  Institutes  of  the 
Laws  of  Holland.    By  two  Orders  in  Council  of  the  23rd  of  April 
and  the  20th  of  June,  1831  (3),  the  latter  of  which  alone  was  acted 
on,  the  constitution  as  well  of  the  Colony  as  of  the  Civil  and 
Criminal  Courts  was  materially  changed,  and  instead  of  one  Judge, 

(1)  British  Guiana  Guide,  p.  3  [Ed.  (2)  2  Rep.  W.  I.  Com.  p.  3,  Appx.  p.53. 

1843] ;   Add.  Beg.  1796  and   1803 ;  (3)  See  these  Orders  in  Clark's  Colo- 

3  Southey's  Hist  of  the  West  Indies,  nial  Law,  p.  275 
pp.  232-3. 
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three  Judges  were  appointed  to  those  Courts  respectively.    It  was,       J.  0. 

however,  expressly  provided  by  the  last-mentioned  Order  in  Council,        isus 

and  such  provision  has  been  recited  and  reserved  in  every  Ordinance  mcDerjiott 

in  the  Colony  aflfecting  the  Civil  Courts  since,  that  the  Judges  of       r^,^^ 

those  Courts  "  in  all  civil  cases  should  have,  possess,  exercise,  and    Judges  of 

.        .         British 
enjoy  such  and  the  same  jurisdiction,  powers,  and  authority,  in     Guiana. 

every  respect,  as  the  Judges  of  the  said  Courts  had  theretofore  law- 
fully  possessed,  exercised,  or  enjoyed  "  (1).  The  original  status  and 
jurisdiction  of  the  Judges  was  thus  saved  to  them,  and  the  constitu- 
tion and  laws  administered  in  the  Courts  were,  in  their  integrity, 
reserved  to  the  inhabitants  as  guaranteed  by  the  articles  of  capitu- 
lation. 

Now,  as  &r  as  regards  the  exercise  of  such  reserved  jurisdiction  to 
the  Judges  of  the  Criminal  Courts,  that  has  been  changed  and  modi- 
fied by  the  introduction  of  the  Criminal  Law  of  Ungland  into  the 
Colony,  and  the  erection  and  constitution  of  a  new  Criminal  Court 
But  respecting  the  Civil  Court,  the  reservation  of  the  ancient  statibs 
and  jurisdiction  of  the  Judges  remains  precisely  the  same  as  it  was 
previous  to  the  Order  in  Council  of  the  20th  of  June,  1831,  and  the 
then  existing  constitution  of  the  Civil  Tribunals  of  the  Colony. 
The  law  which  prevailed  in  the  three  Colonies  comprising  British 
Cfuiana  at  the  time  of  their  acquisition,  and  guaranteed  to  their 
inhabitants,  was  the  old  law  of  Holland  established  by  the  Beso- 
lutions  of  the  States  of  Holland  in  1735,  and  carried  out  in  the 
Begulations  for  the  administration  of  Justice  and  the  manner  of 
proceeding  framed  by  the  Committee  of  Ten,  and  approved  by 
their  High  Mightinesses,  the  Lords  States  General  of  the  United 
Netherlands,  on  the  4th  of  October,  1774.  These  are  to  be  found 
in  the  Great  Placaat,  or  Statute  Book,  B.  YII.  p.  964 :  in  Van  der 
Linden^s  Inst  of  the  Laws  of  Holland,  p.  57 ;  and  in  the  second  Bep. 
of  The  West  India  Com.  pp.  53-65,  and  Appx.  B.  p.  203.  These 
Begulations,  again,  have  been  modified  and  adapted  to  the  present 
state  of  the  Colony,  and  the  alterations  in  the  Laws  that  have  been 
introduced  there,  from  time  to  time.  But  on  examination  of  the 
various  rules  which  now  form  the  Code  of  Civil  procedure  in  the 
Courts  at  British  Guiana,  it  will  be  found,  that  both  the  process  and 
practice  of  the  Courts  is  founded  on  the  Civil  Law,  and  is  referable 

(1)  Order  in  Council  of  20th  June,  1831,  par.  8.  See  Clark's  Col.  Law,  p.  270, 
Vol.  IL  8  2  H 
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J.  0.  to  that  Gode  of  practice  which  existed  in  the  Colony  previous  to  its 
1868  acquisition  by  the  English,  varied  by  Boman-Dutch  Law.  The  Su- 
MoS^oTT  p]^i3i6  Courts  of  Civil  Justice  thus  established  in  1831,  were  oonso- 
J^  lidated  into  one  Court  by  subsequent  Ordinances  made  in  1844  and 
JuDGBs  OF  1846.  In  1855,  an  Ordinance  was  passed  (No.  26)>  intituled  the 
GriANA.  "  Amended  manner  of  proceeding  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil 
Justice  of  British  Ouiana"  By  this  Ordinance  it  was  declared, 
that  the  several  Courts  so  previously  consolidated  should  con- 
tinue and  be  styled  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  British 
Chiiana,  and  should  continue  to  have  the  same  jurisdiction  as  each 
of  the  Supreme  Courts  of  Civil  Justice  of  Demerara,  Esseqwho^ 
and  Berhice  respectively  possessed  and  enjoyed  prior  to  the  taking 
eflfect  of  the  Ordinance,  No.  21,  of  1844  (which  was  the  first  conso- 
lidating Act),  and  (in  the  language  of  the  Order  in  Council  of 
June,  1831),  it  is  expressly  declared,  that  the  Judges  of  the  said 
Supreme  Court  in  Civil  cases,  and  each  of  them,  shall  ''have,  pos- 
sess, exercise,  and  enjoy,  such  and  the  same  jurisdiction,  powers, 
and  authority,  in  every  respect,  as  the  Judges  of  the  said  Courts  have 
heretofore  lawfully  possessed,  exercised,  or  enjoyed."  This  Ordi- 
nance of  1855  is  the  latest  Ordinance  relating  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Civil  Justice,  and  by  authority  of  which  that  Court  is 
now  constituted  and  established.  The  Ordinance  contains  the 
whole  Code  of  procedure  in  Civil  suits,  which  are  there  described 
as  instituted  according  to  the  Civil  law,  by  claim  and  demand,  and 
by  citation,  with  conclusions  of  exception  and  answer,  in  accord- 
ance with  the  practice  which  prevailed  previously  in  the  Civil 
Courts  of  the  Colony,  and  which,  though  varied  and  modified,  is 
based  on  the  Begulations  of  the  States  of  HoUafid  of  1735,  many 
of  which  are  embodied  and  re-enacted  by  this  Ordinance.  Now,  it 
must  be  observed,  that  there  is  no  provision  in  this  Ordinance  which 
can  constitute  the  Supreme  Civil  Court  a  Court  of  Becord.  There 
is  no  declaration  or  enactment  to  that  effect,  no  jurisdiction  given 
analogous  to  that  possessed  by  Her  Majesty's  Superior  Courts  at 
Westmindery  but  a  simple  repetition  ■  and  reservation  of  the  stcfiM 
and  authority  of  the  Judges,  which  was  declared  by  the  Order  in 
Council  of  the  20th  of  June,  1831,  and  referred  to,  and  reserved  by, 
all  the  previous  temporary  Ordinances  affecting  and  regulating  the 
Supreme  Civil  Court.    This  is  most  significant,  both  of  the  original 
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intention  of  the  Crown  when  the  Court  of  Civil  Justice  was  first  J.  0. 
erected  by  the  Order  in  Council  of  the  20th  of  June,  1831,  which  1868 
Order  was  equiyalent  to  Letters  Patent,  as  well  as  of  the  later  in*  MoDEnifOTT 
tention  of  the  Colonial  Legislature,  when  it  established  and  consti-  ^r^ 
tuted  permanently,  by  the  Ordinance  No.  26,  of  1855,  the  Supreme  Judokb  of 
Court  of  Civil  Justice  in  the  Colony.  In  1846,  nine  years  previous,  guiaha. 
the  present  Courts  of  Criminal  Justice  were  established,  by  Or-  . 
-dinance  No.  26  of  that  year,  which,  in  the  form  uniformly  adopted 
when  it  is  intended  by  Act  of  Parliament  or  Letters  Patent  to 
•create  a  Court  of  Beeord,  in  sect.  2,  expressly  enacted,  that  those 
-Courts  '*  should  be  Courts  of  Record,  and  should  have  cognizance 
of  all  criminal  pleas,  and  jurisdiction  in  all  criminal  cases  what- 
soever, as  fully  and  amply,  to  all  intents  and  pmrposes,  in  Briiish 
Chiiana  as  her  Majesty's  Courts  of  Queen's  Bench  and  Common 
Pleas  at  Wedminster^  or  either  of  them,  lawflilly  had  or  hath  in 
Englomd ;"  and  the  Judges  of  the  Criminal  Court  (for  to  that  Court 
alone  does  the  Ordinance  apply)  should  have  and  exercise  such  and 
the  like  jurisdiction  and  authority  in  BrUUh  OiUana  as  Judges  of  the 
-Courts  of  Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer  in  Eng^ 
Jandj  or  any  of  them,  lawAiUy  have,  and  as  should  be  necessary  for 
carrying  into  effect  the  several  jurisdictions,  powers,  and  authorities 
committed  to  the  said  Courts  respectively."  Here,  therefore,  there 
was  an  express  legislative  enactment  constituting  the  Criminal 
Courts  of  British  ChUana,  Courts  of  Beeord,  not  only  in  compliance 
with  the  unquestionable  rule  of  law  that  requires  such  an  enact- 
ment, but  in  the  margin  to  the  section  2  of  the  Ordinance,  the 
Imperial  Statute,  9  Geo.  4,  c.  83,  is  referred  to,  which  gave  power 
to  His  Majesty  to  establish  Supreme  Courts  of  Judicature  in  New 
South  Wales  and  Van  Diemen*s  La/nd,  both  Criminal  and  Civil,  such 
Courts  are,  sect.  3,  to  be  Courts  of  Beeord,  which  they  do  not  appear 
to  have  been,  either  by  the  previous  Statute  relating  to  the  Courts 
in  those  Colonies,  the  4  Geo.  4,  c.  96,  or  the  Charter  of  Justice  of 
the  13th  of  October,  1823,  granted. in  pursuance  thereof.  Thus  f€ur 
I  have  traced  the  constitution  of  the  Supreme  Courts  of  Justice  in 
British  ChUana.  The  Criminal  Court,  which  administers  the  Cri- 
minal law  oi England,  is  established  by  Ordinance  No.  26,  of  1846,  of 
the  Colonial  Legislature,  in  pursuance  of  the  Order  in  Council  of  the 
20th  of  June,  1831,  and  is  expressly  declared  to  be  a  Court  of  Beeord ; 

3  2  H  2 
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J.  C.       whereas  as  regards  the  Supreme  Civil  Court,  which  administers  the 
186S       law  of  the  Colony,  the  Roman-Dutch  law,  though  estahlished  by  the 
McDKBMorr  Colonial  Ordinance  under  the  same  Order  in  Council  of  the  20th  of 
J''         June,  1831,  there  is  no  such  declaration  or  enactment  creating  it  a 
Ji  DOBS  OF    Court  of  Record ;  on  the  contrary,  the  jurisdiction  and  etatus  of  the 
GuuHiu     Judges  of  that  Court,  as  it  existed  previous  to,  and  was  reserved  by, 
the  Order  in  Council,  is  expressly  referred  to  and  preserved.    I  con- 
tend that  nothing  can  be  more  conclusive  than  this,  as  shewing  that 
the  intention  both  of  the  Crown  as  well  as  the  Legislature  of  the 
Colony,  was  to  leave  to  the  Supreme  Civil  Court  its  ancient  constitn*- 
tion  and  procedure  according  to  the  law  prevailing  in  the  Colony. 
The  result  must  be,  that  the  authority,  if  possessed  by  the 
Supreme  Civil  Court,  to  commit  for  a  contempt,  such  as  alleged 
in  this  case,  must  be  by  virtue  of  and  under  the  Roman-Dutch  law, 
or,  in  the  absence  of  that  law,  under  the  authority  of  the  Roman 
Civil  Law.    Now,  as  regards  the  Roman-Dutch  law,  I  assert^  without 
fear  of  contradiction,  that  no  such  power  as  has  been  here  exercised 
exists  by  the  Roman-Dutch  law.    That  law  was  imported  into  the 
Colony  from  the  States  oiSoUand,  and  is,  in  effect,  the  law  now  pre- 
vailing and  administered  in  the  Civil  Courts  in  that  Colony.     Con- 
siderable care  has  been  taken  to  ascertain  with  correctness  what 
the  law  and  practice  on  this  point  prevailing  in  the  United  Nether- 
lands is,  and  the  opinion  of  J.  Eappeyne  van  de  Goppelo  and  M.  8, 
Pole,  two  of  the  most  eminent  Advocates  of  the  High  Court  of  the 
Netherlands  has  been  taken  on  this  very  question,  both  of  whom 
^  give  their  unqualified  opinion,  that  no  such  power  exists  in,  or 

could  be  exercised  by  either  the  High  Court  of  EoUand^  or  any 
other  Court  or  Judge  where  the  Roman-Dutch  law  prevails ;  and 
they  state  the  ground  and  authorities  on  which  they  base  theiB 
opinion.  I  propose  to  read  the  case  submitted  and  their  opinion, 
as  part  of  my  argument 

Lord  Chelmsfobd  : — ^TBeir  Lordships  consider  that  they  cannot 
allow  this  opinion  to  be  read,  however  distinguished  the  Advocates 
who  gave  it  may  be. 

Mr.  Coleridge : — I  will  refer  then  only  to  the  authorities  those 
Advocates  cite  in  support  of  their  opinion,  and  respectfully  ask  your 
Lordships  if  you  have  any  doubt  on  this  subject,  it  being  a  question- 
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of  Foreign  law,  to  avail  yourselves  of  the  provisions  of  the  24  &  25  J.  0. 
Yict.  c.  11,  sec.  1,  and  remit  a  case  to  the  Netherlands  for  the  opinion  1868 
of  the  High  Court  at  the  Sague.  The  authorities  relied  on  for  the  HcBebmott 
opinion  thus  given  are :  Petrus  Borty  Tractatvs  de  Caims  Criminor  ,^ 
libusy  Lib.  I.  No.  4 ;  J.  Voet,  Com.  ad  Band.  Lib.  V.  tit.  I.  No.  2 ;  Carp-  ,  J^hmbs  of 
eovtus.  Praxis  Communis  ;  Farinacius,  variarum  qussdioiium  et  com-  Guiana. 
munino  opiniwn  eriminaUum^  B.  L  tit  I.  Qusesi.  1,  §§  56,  57.  In 
Van  Leeuwen,  Censwra  Forensis,  Par.  II.  Lib,  II.  cap.  ziv.  No.  6  ;  and 
it  may  be  added  that  in  Van  Leeuwen^s  Commentaries  on  the 
Soman-Dutch  Law,  B.  v.  ch.  6  to  11,  on  the  jurisdiction  of  Judges, 
no  such  authority  as  that  contended  for  here  will  be  found,  nor  in 
Van  der  Linden's  Institutes  of  the  Laws  of  Holland,  a  work  of  the 
highest  authority.  But  a  mode  of  proceeding  in  civil  cases,  called 
Oyzding,  or  civil  confinement,  which  is  now  superseded,  is  there 
described  in  B.  III.  p.  I.  chap.  ix.  sect.  zvi.  p.  495^  which  clearly 
fihews,  that  the  Dutch  Courts  possessed  no  power  of  summary  con- 
viction, and  that  a  party,  whether  Judge  or  not>  must  proceed  in 
such  a  case  as  this,  as  for  a  crime  against  reputation,  and  seek  for 
compensation  and  reparation  by  a  claim  which  is  termed  *'  amende 
JiOTMrahle  et  profitable'' ;  honourable,  by  causing  the  oflfending  party 
to  ask  pardon  in  Court  for  the  injury  he  has  done  to  the  other,  with 
the  declaration  that  he  is  sorry  for  what  has  happened,  and  that  he 
holds  the  Plaintiff  for  a  man  of  honour  against  whose  character  he 
lias  nothing  to  say ;  and  profitable,  by  the  payment  of  a  certain 
sum  to  the  poor.  Van  der  Linden,  Inst.  B.  I.  ch.  xvi.  sect.  iv.  p.  250. 
And  it  is  remarkable  that  this  was  the  very  process  adopted  by  a 
former  Chief  Justice  in  this  Colony,  as  appears  from  the  report  of 
the  case  oi  Re  Dovmie  and  ArrindeU  (1),  which  came  before  this 
Court,  and  in  which  it  was  held,  that  the  Chief  Justice  had  as 
much  exceeded  his  authority  as  we  shall  shew  the  present  Chief 
Justice  has  in  the  case  now  before  you.  I  refer  to  that  case  now 
only  for  the  purpose  of  shewing  that  the  Judges,  if  aggrieved,  had 
a  defined  remedy  by  the  Law  of  the  Colony,  and  were  bound  to 
resort  to  that  instead  of  usurping  an  assumed  summary  jurisdic- 
tion. This  is  further  illustrated  by  Qrotius,  B.  lU.  ch.  32,  sec.  17, 
ch.  36,  sec.  3 ;  Pand.  lib.  v.  tit  i. ;  Be  Judiciis,  L.  2,  §  8,  Domat. 
Vol.  ii.  p.  8,  by  which  it  appears  that,  in  order  to  exercise  any 

(1)  8  Moore'8  P.  C.  Cases,  414. 
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J.  O.  such  equivalent  authority  as  has  here  been  assumedi  the  Ciyii 

1868  Law  requires  some  overt  act 

MoDnsHcxrr  ^y^ch.  being  the  constitution  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  Briii$h 

J^  Chitana,  and  the  law  prevailing  there,  I  propose  now  to  shew  what 

Judges  of  is  the  nature  of,  and  what  are  the  essential  requisites  to  constitute 

British 

GxTiANA«  a  Court  a  Court  of  Becord^  which  the  Chief  Justice  has  assumed  this 
Court  to  be,  and  the  powers  of  which,  even  if  it  possessed,  he  has 
greatly  exceeded.  Lord  Coke^i  definition  of  a  Court  of  Becord 
is — that  Court  which  hath  power  to  hold  Pleas  *^  seetmdtMn  legem  et 
eonsuetudinem  Anglim^^  4  List.  260  a ;  1  List  117  b.  It  must,  there- 
fore, administer  law  according  to 'the  course  of  the  Common  Law  of 
Englomdy  and  Lord  Coke  proceeds,  in  p.  260,  to  define  what  a  Becord 
^^  Beeordvm  "  is,  and  states,  that  it  belongs  only  to  such  Courts  as^ 
are  created  by  Parliament^  Letters  Patent,  or  prescription,  and  is 
confined  to  the  acts  of  a  Court  that  hath  power  to  hold  pleas  accord* 
iiig  to  the  course  of  the  Common  Law«  Now,  no  one  will  con- 
tend that  the  Common  Law  of  England  prevails  in,  or  forms  part 
of  the  law  of,  Britiah  Cfuiana.  Again,  we  have  the  same  autho- 
rity. Lord  Cokey  who  says:  when  a  new  Court  is  erected,  it  is 
necessary  that  the  jurisdiction  and  authority  of  the  Court  should  be 
declared,  for  such  new  Court  can  '^have  no  other  jurisdiction  than 
is  expressed  in  the  erection  :*'  4  List.  p.  200  ;  Bichard  Oodfrey^B 
Case  (1) ;  Vin.  Abr.  vol.  6,  tit  "  Court,"  (F.),  p.  496.  It  cannot  then 
be  contended,  that  the  Order  in  Council  of  the  20th  of  June,  1831,. 
which  first  constituted  the  Supreme  Civil  Court  of  British  Chdana, 
created  that  Court  a  Court  of  Becord.  There  is  no  declaration  to 
that  effect,  and  no  words  are  to  be  found  in  the  Order  in  Council 
admitting  such  a  construction,  which  is  opposed  to  all  the  pro- 
visions made  by  that  Order  in  Council,  and  which  are  recognised 
and  continued  by  every  subsequent  Ordinance,  maintaining  the 
authority  of  the  Court  and  Judges  as  they  existed  previous  to  the 
acquisition  of  the  Colony  by  this  Country.  Had  it  been  intended 
to  create  the  Supreme  Civil  Court  in  British  Chiiana  a  Court  of 
Becord,  such  intention  would  have  been  declared  in  the  Order  in 
Council  of  the  20th  of  June,  1831.  But  no  such  declaration  is  to- 
be  found.  Take  the  analogous  case  of  the  Colony  of  Ceyhn. 
There,  also,  the  Boman-Dutch  Law  is  the  prevailing  authority,. 

(1)  11  Co.  Rep.  44. 
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modified,  as  in  British  Chiiana,  by  the  Charter  of  Justice  granted  J.  0. 
in  1833,  and  which  established  the  Supreme  Court,  but  which  con-  1868 
tains  no  provision  whatever  for  making  that  Court  a  Court  of  moDebmoit 
Eecordy  which  it  has  never  assumed  to  be ;  whereas  in  the  case  r^^^ 
of  the  Cape  of  Good  Hope,  where  the  same  Roman-Dutch  Law  Judges  op 
prevails,  the  Charter  for  the  Supreme  Court  of  Justice,  granted  in  Guiana. 
1882,  expressly  creates,  erects,  and  constitutes  that  Court  to  be  a 
Court  of  Becord.  So  in  the  Charter  of  Justice  granted  in  1834 
to  Sierra  LeonOy  the  Court  and  Council  of  the  Colony,  thereby 
constituted,  are  declared  a  Court  of  Becord;  whereas  in  the 
Mauritim,  where  the  Code  Civil  of  France  is  the  prevailing  law, 
there  is  in  the  Charter  of  Justice  of  the  13th  of  April,  1831,  no 
provision  for  constituting  the  Supreme  Court  there  established  a 
Court  of  Becord.  Again,  by  the  original  Charters  or  Letters  Patent 
establishing  the  Supreme  Courts  at  CalcvMa,  Madras^  and  Bombay , 
those  Courts  are  expressly  created  and  constituted  Courts  of  Be- 
cord. The  same  rule  applies  to  all  the  Queen's  Courts  in  Jamaica, 
and  to  all  the  Supreme  Courts  in  the  West  India  Idands  in  which 
the  laws  of  EngUmd  have  been  introduced  and  established,  all 
which  are  Courts  of  Becord,  and  are  so  declared  by  the  Acts  of 
Parliament,  Charters,  or  Letters  Patent  establishing  them.  These 
instances  will  suffice  to  shew  that — as  in  Lord  Coke's  time,  so  in  the 
present  day — when  a  Superior  Court  is  erected  by  Letters  Patent 
from  the  Crown,  and  it  is  intended  that  such  Court  shall  be  a  Court 
of  Becord,  such  intention  is  plainly  and  palpably  expressed,  and  the 
Court  so  erected  is  declared,  in  unequivocal  terms,  to  be  a  Court  of 
Becord.  The  same  practice  prevails,  and  the  same  rule  is  invariably 
adopted  by  Parliament — when  a  new  Court  is  established  and  a  new 
jurisdiction  given,  and  the  Court  erected  is  intended  to  be  a  Court 
of  Becord,  it  is  expressly  so  provided.  Thus  in  the  case  of  the  High 
Court  of  Admiralty,  where  the  procedure  originally  was  according 
to  the  Civil  Law :  that  Court,  like  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  was 
not  a  Court  of  Becord,  ThomJinson's  Case  (1),  till  it  was  declared  so 
quite  recently  by  the  14th  section  of  the  24  Vict.  c.  10.  So  the 
Court  for  the  Belief  of  Insolvent  Debtors,  which  was  established  by 
the  1  Geo.  4,  c^  119,  was  declared  (sect.  1)  by  that  Statute,  as  well  as 
the  subsequent  Statute  of  the  7  Geo.  4,  c.  57>  s.  3,  to  be  a  Court  of 

(1)  12  Co.  Rep.  104. 
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J.  C.  Becord.  By  the  1  &  2  Will.  4,  c.  56,  s.  1,  power  was  given  to  the 
1868  Crown  to  erect  and  establish  a  Court  of  Judicature,  to  be  called  the 
McDsRiioTr  Court  of  Bankruptcy;  and  by  the  Letters  Patent  creating  the 
i^K  Court  it  was  expressly  declared,  that  such  Court  should  be  a  Court 
JuiKiEsoF  of  Eecord:  yet,  notwithstanding,  doubts  having  arisen  whether 
Guiana,  the  Court  of  Eeview  established  by  the  same  Act  was  a  Court  of 
Record,  it  was  declared  so  by  the  Act,  5  &  6  Will.  4,  c.  29,  s.  25. 
Bex  V.  Faulkner  (1)  was  the  occasion  of  this  enactment ;  and  Lord 
Ahinger^  in  giving  judgment  in  that  case,  defines  very  clearly  the 
nature  and  object  for  which  a  Court  is  created  a  Court  of  Becord, 
and  expressly  repudiates  the  notion  that  such  a  Court  can  be  created 
by  inference,  or  by  anything  but  direct  legislative  enactment.  In 
the  Act  establishing  the  present  County  Courts,  the  9  &  10  Vict, 
c.  95,  such  Courts  are  by  sect.  3  declared  to  be  Courts  of  Becord. 
These  authorities  are,  I  submit,  abundantly  sufficient  to  shew  that 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  in  British  Ouiana  cannot  be 
termed  or  treated  as  a  Court  of  Becord.  It  has  none  of  the  cha- 
racteristics or  incidents  ^claimed  for  such  Courts  in  this  Country, 
whence  alone  Courts  of  Becord  originate.  This  will  be  more  ap- 
parent when  we  come  to  examine  into  the  manner  in  which  the 
power  assumed,  has  been  exercised  by  the  Judges  of  the  Court  at 
British  Ouiana ;  when  we  shall  shew  that  the  whole  proceedings  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Ouiana,  &om  first  to  last,  were  not 
only  illegal  and  unwarrantable,  but  absolutely  void  for  irregularity, 
and  that  the  Appellant  has  been  subjected,  most  unjustly  and  most 
undeservedly,  to  a  course  of  persecution  and  oppression  which,  if 
permitted  or  sanctioned  by  the  application  of  a  supposed  technical 
rule  excluding  the  jurisdiction  of  Her  Majesty  in  such  a  case,  will 
leave  Her  subjects  in  the  Colonies  as  regards  their  personal  liberty, 
as  well,  as  it  may  be,  the  privileges  of  the  press,  at  the  discretion 
and  mercy  of  the  Judges  who  may  happen  to  preside  in  the  Su- 
perior Courts.  I  am  precluded  by  the  restriction  your  Lordships 
have  laid  me  under,  that  I  should  argue  the  question  of  jurisdic- 
tion alone,  and  first,  from  entering  upon  the  grave  questions  that 
arise  in  this  case,  not  merely  upon  the  authority  for  the  juris- 
diction assumed  by  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Courts  but  for  the 
exercise  of  a  jurisdiction  which,  even  if  it  existed,  has  been  not  only 

(1)  2  C.  M.  &  R  525—532. 
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irregularly  but  illegally  put  in  force.    I  apprehend,  however,  that        J.  0. 
your  Lordships  will  entertain  no  doubt  of  Her  Majesty's  right  to        1868 
interfere  in  such  a  case  by  virtue  of  Her  prerogative,  and  to  hear  mcDkbmott 
such  an  appeal  as  this ;  which,  until  questioned  by  the  terms  of  the        ^^' 
Order  made  in  Council  in  this  particular  case,  was  never  doubted    Jtoobs  o» 
before :  Smith  v.  The  Justices  of  Sierra  Leone  (1) ;  Bainy  v.  The     Guiana. 
Judges  of  Sierra  Leone  (2) ;  In  re  Downie  and  Arrinddl  (3) ;  In  re 
Wallace  (4) ;  In  re  Stewart  (5).    In  ToUarSs  Case  (6),  decided  very 
recently  by  this  Tribunal,  where  a  party  was  adjudged  to  have 
been  guilty  of  a  contempt  of  Court  and  fined,  their  Lordships  felt 
themselves  at  liberty,  notwithstanding  that  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Honff  Konff,  in  which  such  jurisdiction  had  been  exercised,  was  a 
0>urt  of  Record,  to  inquire  into  the  nature  of  the  alleged  o£fenc6, 
•and  being  of  opinion  that  it  was  not  properly  a  contempt  of  the 
Court,  or  legally  an  o£fence,  they  recommended  the  remission  of  the 
fine  imposed,  which  was  done  accordingly.    The  Statute,  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  41,  s.  4,  gives  ample  authority  to  the  Crown  to  refer  any 
matter  Her  Majesty  may  see  fit  to  this  Committee,  and  reserves, 
therefore,  the  right  of  appeal  in  cases  like  the  present,  and  the 
<com  potency  of  Her  Majesty  to  entertain  such  an  appeal,  if  properly 
brought  before  Her,  cannot  be  questioned.     Were  this  Court  to  ' 
hold,  that  there  is  no  appeal  from  an  Order  of  commitment  to  the 
'Queen  in  Council,  e\en  if  made  by  a  bond  fide  Court  of  Becord  in 
one  of  the  Colonies,  there  is  no  limit  to  the  injustice  and  even 
tyranny  which  might  be  exercised  by  an  indiscreet  or  vindictive 
Judge  towards  Her  Majesty's  subjects  abroad.    But  in  this  case 
we  say  confidently,  that  the  act  complained  of  cannot  even  be 
sheltered  under  such  a  plea,  for  the  Supreme  Civil  Court  of  British 
ihiiana  is  not  a  Court  of  Becord,  and  had  no  such  power  to  commit 
as  has  been  exercised,  and  as  we  complain  of. 

The  Solicitor-General : — 

The  terms  of  the  Order  in  Council  made  in  this  case  reserve  the 
question  of  Her  Majesty's  right  to  entertain  such  an  appeal  as  this ; 
and  assuming,  as  we  contend  the  fact  is,  that  the  Supreme  Court 

(1)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  361.  (4)  Uw  Rep.  1  P.  0.  283. 

(2)  8  Ibid.  47.  (5)  Ibid.  2  P.  C.  88. 

(3)  3  Ibid.  414.  (6)  Ibid.  2  P.  C.  106. 
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J.  0.  of  Civil  Justice  of  British  Chuiana  is  a  Court  of  Kecord,  the  Order 
1868  itself  precludes  your  Lordships  from  entertaining  this  appeal.  It  is 
MoDmioTT  ^^*  necessary  to  argue  the  point  regarding  the  origin  and  history  of 
*•  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  BrUUih  Guiana.  The  Civil 
Judges  o»  Court,  as  well  as  the  Criminal  Court,  is  constituted  by  an  Ordi- 
Guiana,  nance  of  the  Colony,  which  is  equivalent  to  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment  By  the  Order  in  Council  of  the  20th  of  June,  1831,  it  is 
expressly  provided,  that  the  decision  of  the  majority  of  the  Judges 
shall  in  all  civil  cases  at  any  time  depending  in  their  Courts  be 
taken  and  adjudged  to  be,  and  shall  be  recorded  as,  the  judgment 
of  the  whole  Court.  Now,  though  the  latter  words  are  not  found 
in  the  Ordinance,  No.  26  of  1855,  for  continuing  the  Civil  Courts 
of  Justice  in  the  Colony,  and  prescribing  the  rules  and  mode  of 
practice  in  those  Courts,  yet  there  was  no  necessity  for  declaring 
such  Courts  to  be  Courts  of  Eecord,  as  they  had  already  been 
created  such,  and  were  possessed  of  all  the  powers  incident  thereto. 
Not  so  the  Criminal  Courts,  which  are  expressly  declared  Courts 
of  Record  by  the  Ordinance  No.  26,  of  1846,  with  powers  and 
authority  similar  to  Her  Majesty's  Judges  at  Wedminster.  But 
previously  and  in  the  year  1844,  by  Ordinance  No.  22,  trial  by  jury 
had  been  established,  which,  by  an  Ordinance  No.  19,  of  1846,  was 
extended  to  all  issues  in  civil  suits.  This,  I  apprehend,  would  suffi- 
ciently constitute  the  Supreme  Court  a  Court  of  Record.  In  Bainy 
v.  The  Justices  of  Sierra  Leone  (1)  trial  by  jury  was  held  to  con- 
stitute a  Court  of  Record  (2),  which  clearly  shews  that  the  leave 
granted  and  the  Order  made  in  the  previous  case  of  Smith  v.  The 
Justices  of  Sierra  Leone  (3)  was  an  error,  and  ought  not  to  have 
been  granted,  as  a  Court  of  Record  is  the  sole  judge  of  what  con- 
stitutes a  contempt.  With  regard  to  the  argument  derived  from 
the  dicta  of  Lord  Coke,  it  is  stated  in  Bacon*8  Abr.  tit.  ^  Courts,'*  B., 
that  a  Court  of  Record  is  a  Court  of  general  jurisdiction.  That  is 
the  character  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Chiiarui ;  the  Order 
in  Council  of  1831,  under  which  it  is  constituted,  as  well  as  all  the 
subsequent  Ordinances  affecting  it  dovm  to  that  of  1855,  all  concur 
in  giving  it  such  a  general  jurisdiction  in  civil  causes  as  is  alone 
compatible  with  a  Court  of  Record,  and  such,  therefore,  it  must  be 

(1)  8  Moore's  P.  0.  Caaefl,  47.  (2)  8  Moore'a  P.  C.  Cases,  54. 

(3)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Caaes,  361. 
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held  to  be  ;  and,  if  so^  cadU  question  for  this  Tribunal  cannot  inquire        J.  C. 
into  an  Order  made  by  such  Court  in  the  exercise  of  its  discretion.        1868 
Again,  the  term  of  imprisonment  had  expired  before  leave  given,  moDebmott 
and  this  Court  will  not  interfere :  Levien  v.  The  Queen  (1).    We        r^l^ 
are  prepared,  however,  to  support  the  Order  on  the  merits  if  your    Judgbs  of 
Lordships  require  us.  Guiana. 

Lord  Chelmsford  : — 

In  this  case  an  application  was  originally  made  ex  parte  for  leave 
to  permit  the  Appellant  to  appeal  from  an  Order  of  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  British  Otidana,  committing  him  for  a 
contempt,  and  their  Lordships  upon  that  occasion  advised  Her 
Majesty  to  allow  the  Appelhmt  to  enter  and  prosecute  his  appeal, 
without  prejudice  to  the  question  of  the  competency  to  entertain 
an  appeal  from  an  Order  of  a  Court  of  Eecord,  inflicting  punish- 
ment by  fine  or  imprisonment  for  a  contempt  of  Court  (2).  It  is 
quite  clear  that,  upon  that  ex  parte  application,  and  upon  the  leave 
which  was  conditionally  granted,  the  Respondents  might  have 
come  in,  and  have  moved  to  discharge  the  Order,  upon  the  very 
ground  which  has  been  taken  to-day,  namely,  that  there  can  be 
no  appeal  against  an  Order  of  a  Court  of  Becord  committing  a 
person  for  contempt.  The  Appellant,  therefore,  is  exactly  in  the 
same  condition  now  as  if  the  application  had  been  made  to  rescind 
that  Order,  and  he  would  be  bound  to  support  the  propriety  of  the 
leave  to  appeal  by  shewing  either  that  the  Court  was  not  a  Court 
of  Becord,  or  that>  if  it  was  a  Court  of  Record,  yet  there  was  some- 
thing in  the  Order  committing  the  Appellant  for  contempt  which 
rendered  it  improper,  and,  therefore,  the  subject  of  appeaL 

The  first  question,  therefore,  which  the  Appellant  had  to  establish 
was,  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  British  Ouiana  was 
not  a  Court  of  Becord.  For  that  purpose  his  Counsel  has  argued  at 
very  considerable  length — not  at  too  much  length — ^that  originally 
by  the  constitution  of  the  Court,  which  in  its  origin  was  a  Dutch 
Court,  it  was  not,  according  to  the  Dutch  law,  a  Court  of  Becord, 
and  that,  according  to  that  law,  it  was  a  Court  which  did  not  pos- 
sess the  power  of  committing  for  contempt. 

(1)  Uw  Rep.  1  P.  C.  536. 
(2)  Seo  Form  of  Order,  In  re  McDermoit,  Law  Rep.  1  P.  0.  268. 
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J.  C.  In  the  year  1803,  in  the  articles  of  Capitulation,  upon  the  con- 

1868        quest  of  Demerara,  there  was  a  stipulation  that  the  laws  in  use  in 
McDkbmott  ^^6  Colony  should  remain  in  force  and  be  retained.   The  constitution 
Thb        ^^  *^®  Supreme  Court  at  this  time,  and  down  to  the  period  of  the 
Judges  of     Ordinances  which  established  it  on  its  present  footing,  by  the  ac- 
GuiAKA.     count  given  of  it  in  Clark's  Colonial  Law,  p.  245,  appears  to  have 
been  that  it  consisted  of  a  President  and  eight  Members,  of  whom 
four  and  the  President  were  to  be  present  to  constitute  a  Court.    The 
President  was  appointed  by  the  Eang,  and  removeable  at  his  plea- 
sure.    The  other  Members  were  Planters  or  Merchants  of  the 
Colony,  elected  by  the  College  of  Kiezsers,  who,  when  vacancies 
occurred,  returned  a  double  number,  from  which  the  Court  of 
Justice  made  a  selection.    In  the  month  of  May  of  every  second 
year  one-third  of  these  Colonial  Members  vacated  their  seats,  be- 
ginning with  the  oldest  Member,  and,  as  their  number  was  eight, 
three  and  two  woidd  vacate  every  alternate  second  year.     The 
constitution  of  this  Court  might  be  satisfactory  to  the  Colony,  but 
it  did  not  appear  to  have  been  one  very  desirable  to  be  continued. 
Accordingly,  by  an  Order  in  Council  made  in  June,  1831,  and  by 
an  Ordinance  of  the  Colony  passed  in  1855,  an  entirely  new  Supreme 
Court  of  Justice  was  established — by  the  former  Order  for  Deme- 
vara  and  Essequtbo,  and  by  the  latter  this  Courts  which  had  been 
united  with  the  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  BerUce,  was  "  to  be  con- 
solidated into  one  Court,  styled  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice 
of  British  Ouiana,  and  to  continue  to  have  the  same  jurisdiction  as 
each  of  the  Supreme  Courts  of  Civil  Justice  of  Demerara  and 
Essequibo  and  of  Berhice^  and  as  such  consolidated  Court  then  pos- 
sessed ;  and  it  provided  that  the  Judges  of  the  said  Supreme  Court, 
and  each  of  them,  should  have,  possess,  exercise,  and  enjoy  such 
and  the  same  jurisdiction,  powers,  and  authority  in  every  respect 
as  the  Judges  of  the  said  Supreme  Courts  had  theretofore  lawfully 
possessed,  exercised,  or  enjoyed." 

Now,  it  is  to  be  observed,  that  this  Ordinance  is,  in  fact,  equiva- 
lent to  an  Act  of  Parliament.  Therefore,  the  question  is,  whether 
this  Act  of  Parliament,  as  it  may  correctly  be  styled,  did  not  esta- 
blish this  new  Court  in  the  Colony  to  be  a  Court  of  Eecord. 

What,  then,  were  the  powers  which  the  Supreme  Court  lawfully 
possessed,  exercised,  or  enjoyed  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this 
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Ordinance  ?    For  these  we  are  referred  to  the  Order  in  Council  of       J.  0. 
the  20th  of  June,  1831,  which,  by  par.  2,  provided  for  altering  the        1868 
original  constitution  of  the  Court,  and  ordered  "  That  henceforth  McD^RMorr 
the  Court  of  Oriminal  and  Civil  Justice  of  Demerara  ancl  Essequibo,        fJ- 
and  the  Court  of  Civil  Justice,  and  the  Court  of  Criminal  Justice  of   Judges  of 
Berhiee,  shall  be  holden  by  and  before  three  Justices,  and  no  more,      Guiana. 
and  that  the  first  or  presiding  Judge  of  the  said  Court  shall  be  called        """* 
and  bear  the  style  and  title  of  Chief  Justice  of  British  Ouiana, 
and  that  the  second  and  third  of  such  Judges  shall  be  called  and 
bear  the  respective  styles  and  titles  of  first  Puisne  Judge  and  second 
Puisne  Judge  of  British  Guiana.''    In  the  provision  made  for  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Judges  in  civil  cases,  it  is  ordered,  "  That  in 
each  of  the  said  Courts  respectively  the  said  three  Judges  of  the 
respective  Colonies  shall  in  all  civil  cases  have,  possess,  exercise, 
and  enjoy  such  and  the  same  jurisdiction,  powers,  and  authority  in 
every  respect  as  the  Judges  of  the  said  Courts  have  heretofore  law- 
fully possessed,  exercised,  or  enjoyed ;  and  that  the  decision  of  the 
majority  of  such  three  Judges  shall,  in  all  civil  cases  at  any  time 
depending  in  the  said  respective  Courts,  be  taken  and  adjudged  to  be, 
and  shall  be,  recorded  as  the  judgment  of  the  whole  of  such  Court" 

It  might  be  said,  without  going  further,  that  this  provision  in  the 
Order  in  Council  of  June,  1831,  with  respect  to  the  powers  and  autho- 
rity of  the  Judges  (which  are  preserved  to  thepi  by  the  Ordinance 
of  1855),  in  terms  constituted  the  Supreme  Court  a  Court  of  Record, 
for  no  other  interpretation  can  be  fairly  put  upon  the  words  "  that 
the  decision  of  the  majority  of  the  Judges  shall  be  taken  and  ad- 
judged to  be,  and  shall  be  recorded  as  the  judgment  of  the  whole 
of  such  Court." 

But  it  was  argued  by  Mr.  Coleridge^  that  in  the  year  1846  a 
Criminal  Court  was  established  in  British  Ovmna,  and  that  this 
Criminal  Court  was  expressly  declared  to  be  a  Court  of  Eecord.  For 
by  the  second  article  of  that  Ordinance  it  is  enacted  *^  That  the 
Supreme  Courts  of  Criminal  Justice  in  British  Ouiana  shall  be 
Courts  of  Becord,  and  shall  have  cognizance  of  all  criminal  pleas  and 
jurisdiction  in  all  criminal  cases  whatsoever  as  fully  and  amply,  to  all 
intents  and  purposes,  in  British  Ghtianay  as  Her  Majesty's  Courts  of 
Queen's  Bench,  Common  Pleas,  and  Exchequer,  at  Westminster ^ 

From  this  Ordinance  he  drew  the  following  argument : — Here 
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J.  G.       (he  said)  is  an  Ordinance  in  the  year  1846,  which  orders  that  the 

1868        Court  of  Criminal  Jurisdiction  shall  be  a  Court  of  Record.    It 
Mo^BKOTT  ^ys  nothing  with  regard  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice, 

^        and,  therefore,  impliedly,  it  must  be  taken  that  that  Court  was  not 

JuDQBs  or    to  be  a  Court  of  Becord.    In  other  words,  the  Order  in  Council 

GuiAHA*     of  1831,  and  the  Ordinance  of  1855,  having,  aceording^to  the  view 

"~*  of  their  Lordships,  constituted  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice 
a  Court  of  Becord,  an  Ordinance  of  1846,  referring  solely  to  the 
establishment  of  a  Criminal  Court,  is  to  have  the  effect  by  force 
of  the  words  making  it  a  Court  of  Becord  of  proving  that  the  Court 
of  Civil  Justice  is  not  a  Court  of  Becord. 

Their  Lordships  were  referred  by  the  Solicitor-General  to  an 
Ordinance  which  immediately  preceded  that  upon  which  Mr.  CoU- 
ridge  laid  so  much  stress,  which  was  the  Ordinance,  No.  19,  of  the 
year  1846,  which  provided  that  there  might  be  a  trial  by  jury  in 
all  issues  in  civil  cases,  and  that  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil 
Justice  might  try  at  bar  with  a  jury  any  cases  which  they  thought 
it  was  right  and  proper  should  be  so  tried. 

Now,  in  the  ease  of  Bamy  v.  The  Judieee  of  Sierra  Leone  (1), 
where  a  question  arose  whether  the  Becorder's  Court  of  Sierra 
Leone  was  a  Court  of  Becord  or  not,  and  whether  the  Court,  being 
a  Court  of  Becord,  would  have  power  to  commit  for  contempt^ 
their  Lordships  said : — ''  The  Becorder's  Court  is  created  by  the 
Charter  of  Justice,  dated  the  17th  of  October,  1821,  and  is  autho- 
rized to  hear  and  determine  all  civil  suits,,  actions,  and  pleas,  which 
may  happen  within  the  Colony,  and  the  charter  directs  that,  in 
all  cases  where  the  action  would,  if  the  parties  were  resident  in 
England,  be  tried  by  a  jury,  such  action  shall  be  tried  before  a  jury 
in  the  Court  of  the  Becorder,  according  to  the  practice  in  England. 
That  being  the  constitution  of  the  Courts  in  regard  to  trial  by  jury, 
we  are  of  opinion,  that  it  is  a  Court  of  Becord,  and  that  the  law 
must  be  considered  the  same  there  as  in  this  country,  and,  there- 
fore, that  the  Orders  made  by  the  Court  in  the  exercise  of  its  dis- 
cretion, imposing  these  fines  for  contempts,  are  conclusive,  and 
cannot  be  questioned  by  another  Court ;  and  we  do  not  consider 
that  there  is  any  remedy  by  petition  to  the  Judicial  Committee  to 
review  the  propriety  of  such  Orders  "  (2). 

(1)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  47.  (2)  8  Modre's  P.  C.  Cases,  54. 
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If,  therefore,  it  had  been  shewn  to  their  Lordships  in  the  clearest        J.O. 
and  most  satisfactory  manner,  that^  according  to  the  old  Dutch  law        1868 
and  the  original  constitution  of  this  Court  in  the  Colony  of  British  hoDzbxott 
Ovdana,  it  had  no  power  whateyer  to  commit  for  contempt,  still,        J^ 
under  the  Order  in  Council  of  1831,  and  the  Ordinance  of  1855,    Judgb  op 

Sbitibr 

they  would  entertain  no  doubt  that  the  old  Dutch  law  was  com-     Guiana. 
pletely  superseded,  and  that  this  Court  was  established  as  a  Court        ~* 
of  Becord  by  that  which  is  equivalent  to  an  Act  of  Parliament. 

Under  these  circumstances,  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice 
being  a  Court  of  Becord,  it  is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  cases  in 
"which  appeals  have  been  made  to  the  Judicial  Committee  from 
Orders  committing  parties  for  contempt  by  Colonial  Courts  of 
Becord,  to  see  whether  this  is  a  case  in  which  their  Lordships 
would  think  it  proper,  according  to  those  authorities,  that  the 
Appellants  should  have  a  right  to  appeal.  Not  a  single  case  is  to 
be  found  where  there  has  been  a  committal  by  one  of  the  Colonial 
Courts  'for  contempt,  where  it  appeared  clearly  upon  the  face  of 
the  Order  that  the  party  had  committed  a  contempt,  that  he  had 
been  duly  summoned,  and  that  the  punishment  awarded  for  the 
contempt  was  an  appropriate  one,  in  which  this  Committee  has 
ever  entertained  an  appeal  against  an  Order  of  this  description. 

The  cases  to  which  we  have  been  referred  are  all  cases  very 
special  in  their  circumstances,  and  in  which  leave  was  given,  owing 
to  some  peculiar  objection  to  the  committals  for  contempt.  In 
the  case  of  Smith  v.  The  Justices  of  Sierra  Leans  (1),  there  was 
an  Order  of  the  Becorder's  Court  of  Sierra  Leone,  disbarring  and 
striking  off  from  the  Bolls  a  Practitioner  of  that  Court  for  alleged 
contumelious  conduct.  But,  in  addition  to  this  Order,  there  was 
a  distinct  and  separate  one,  ordering  Mr.  Smith  to  be  fined  and 
imprisoned  for  the  same  alleged  contempt.  Now,  the  mode  in 
which  the  Committee  dealt  with  these  Orders  brings  put  the  dis* 
tinction  as  to  the  right  to  appeal  in  these  cases  in  the  clearest 
manner.  Mr.  Smith's  petition  was  presented  through  the  Secretary 
of  State,  and,  after  considerable  delay,  it  was,  by  an  Order  in 
Council,  referred  to  the  Judicial  Committee.  Their  Lordships  in 
that  case  entertained  the  petition  against  the  Order  for  disbarring 
Mr.  Smith  and  striking  him  off  the  Boll,  because  they  held  that 

(1)  3  Moore's  P.  C.  Case?,  3&1. 
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J.  0.       that  was  not  an  appropriate  punishment  for  a  contempt  of  Court 

1868        They  took  no  notice  of  the  Order  for  imprisonment,  which  they 

MoDkbuott  seemed  to  consider  to  be  in  the  same  category  with  the  fine ;  but 

^        with  regard  to  the  fine  imposed  by  the  Court  for  contempt,  they 

Judges  o»    held  that  they  had  no  jurisdiction  over  it,  and  that  they  could  not 

GuuLHA.     entertain  the  appeal. 

""^  In  the  case  of  Downie  and  Arrinddl  (1),  there  was  an  application 

first  of  all,  and  special  leave  granted  to  appeal  from  two  Orders  of 
the  Supreme  Court  of  British  Ouiana  suspending  the  Petitioners 
from  practice  for  six  months.  The  Orders  in  this  case  were  re- 
yersed  upon  the  same  ground  as  in  the  previous  case  to  which  we 
have  referred. 

In  Bainy'B  Case  (2)  both  the  cases  previously  referred  to  were  cited, 
and,  therefore,  their  Lordships  had  before  them  the  consideration 
of  the  whole  question  as  to  the  propriety  of  entertaining  appeals  of 
this  description. 

Under  these  circumstances,  their  Lordships  entertain  no  doubt 
whatever  as  to  the  propriety  of  deciding  that  in  this  case  the 
leave  to  appeal  ought  not  to  have  been  granted ;  that  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Civil  Justice  was  a  Court  of  Becord ;  and  that  as  a  Court 
of  Becord  it  had  power  to  commit  for  this  particular  contempt. 

As  their  Lordships  do  not  enter  into  the  merits  of  the  case,  they 
will  say  nothing  as  to  the  character  of  the  libel  upon  which  the 
Court  thought  it  proper  to  commit  the  Publisher  for  contempt ; 
but  their  Lordships  will  humbly  report  to  Her  Majesty  as  their 
opinion  that  Her  Majesty's  Order  in  Council  of  the  10th  November, 
1866,  whereby  leave  to  appeal  was  conditionally  granted  in  this 
case  ought  to  be  rescinded,  and  this  appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Whiiaikers  it  Woclbert. 
.    Solicitors  for  the  Treasury  for  the  Bespondents. 

(1)  3  Moore'B  P.  C.  Cases,  414.  (2)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  47. 
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JOHN  MAETIN Appellant;  j.c* 

AKD  1868      - 

THE     EEV.    ALEXANDER     HERIOT    i    ^  i^oiTiT.  18, 

MACKONOCHIE,  Clerk |  Respondent.  19^0. 

ON  appeal  from  the  arches  court  of  canterbury. 

JScdeaiastical  Law — Rubrics^  Construction  of — Kneeling  hy  Celebrant  during 
Consecration  Prayer — Lighted  Candles  on  Communion  Table — Proceedings 
under  3  <fc  4  Vict,  c,  86 — Practice — Acts  of  Uniformity ^  application  of — 
Injunctions  of  1547 — Bepealed  hy  1  Eliz,  c.  2. 

In  a  proceeding  against  a  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders,  under  the  Church  Disci" 
pline  Act,  3  &  4  Vict  c.  86,  for  offending  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical, 
(1)  in  kneeling  or  prostrating  himself  before  the  consecrated  Elements,  and 
^2)  in  using  lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during  the  celebration 
of  the  Holy  Communion,  when  such  Candles  were  not  wanted  for  light : — 

Eeldj  on  appeal  (reversing  the  decree  of  the  Arches  Court),  first,  that, 
^according  to  the  Rubric,  the  Celebrant  during  the  prayer  of  consecration  in 
the  order  of  administration  of  the  Holy  Communion  must  stand,  and  not 
kneel  or  prostrate  himself  before  the  consecrated  Elements  during  the  reciting  of 
the  prayer,  and  that  the  words  "  standing  before  the  Table  "  apply  to  the  whole 
sentence  in  the  Rubric,  and  to  all  the  acts  directed  to  be  done :  that,  there- 
fore, a  change  of  postui-e  is  a  violation  of  the  Eubric  which  immediately 
precedes  the  prayer  of  Consecration,  and  constitutes  an  Ecclesiastical  offence 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Uniformity  Acts,  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  4,  ss.  2, 17, 24, 
taken  in  connection  with  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  and  is  punishable  by  admonition  under 
«cct.  23  of  the  latter  Act,  and  does  not  belong  to  the  category  of  cases  which, 
according  to  the  preface  to  the  Prayer  Book,  should  be  referred  to  the  Bishop 
•of  the  Diocese  for  his  direction : 

Eeldy  further,  that  it  is  not  open  to  a  Minister  of  the  Church,  or  to  the 
Judicial  Committee  in  advising  Her  Majesty  as  the  highest  Ecclesiastical 
'Tribunal  of  appeal,  to  draw  a  distinction  in  acts  which  are  a  departure  from, 
or  a  violation  of  the  Rubric,  between  those  which  are  important,  aod  those 
which  appear  to  be  trivial,  the  object  of  the  Act  of  Uniformity  \eing,  as 
the  preamble  expresses  it,  to  produce  "  an  universal  agreement  in  the  public 
worship  of  Almighty  God  :**  and  the  rule  laid  down  by  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee in  Westerton  v.  Liddell  (1)  that, ''  In  the  performance  of  the  services, 
Tites,  and  ceremonies  ordered  by  the  Prayer  Book,  the  directions  contained  in 


(1)  Special  Report  of  the  cases  of     dell,  by  E.  F.  Moore.  8vo.  Lond.  1857, 
Westerton  v,  Liddell,  and  Beal  y.^Lid-      p.  187. 


*  Present: — ^Thb  Lobd  CnANCELi^R  (Lord  Catbxs),  The  Aechbishop  op 
York,  Lord  Chblmsford,  Lord  Wkstbury,  Sir  William  Erle,  and  Sib 
Jamkb  William  Colvile. 
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J.O. 

1868 


Habtik 

V. 

'Maokokochje, 


it  must  he  strictly  observed ;  no  omiflsion  and  no  addition  can  be  pennitied,** 
adhered  to  and  affirmed. 

Bdd,  secondly,  that  it  is  unlawful  to  place  lighted  Candles  on  the  Com* 
munion  Table  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  when  sooh 
Candles  are  not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light,  (1)  as  the  use  of 
lighted  Candles,  if  intended  as  a  ceremony,  or  ceremonial  act^  is  not  among 
the  ceremonies  which  are  retained  in  the  Prayer  Book,  and  must,  therefore,  be 
included  among  those  that  are  abolished  and  prohibited  by  1  Eliz.  &  2,  ss.  4  and 
27,  which  Statute  is  applicable  to  the  present  Prayer  Book,  and  by  which  the 
Boyal  Injunctions  issued  iu  the  first  year  of  Edioard  YL  (a.d.  1547),  even  if  they 
possessed  statutable  authority,  were,  so  far  as  they  could  be  taken  to  autho- 
rize the  use  of  lights  as  a  ceremony  or  ceremonial  act,  abrogated  and  repealed ; 
and  (2)  if  Candlesticks  and  Candles  were  intended  to  be  as  Ornaments  when 
lighted,  and  used  with  reference  to  a  service  in  which  they  are  to  act  as 
symbols  and  illustrations,  they  are  not  Ornaments  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Bubric,  as  they  are  not  prescribed  by  the  authority  of  Parliament  as  mentioned 
in  the  Rubric  to  the  first  Prayer  Book ;  nor  are  the  Injunctions  of  1647  the 
**  authority  of  Parliament "  within  the  meaning  of  that  Bubric ;  nor  are  lighted 
Candles  subsiduary  to  the  service,  for  they  do  not  fJBcilitate,  much  less  are 
they  necessary  to,  the  service ;  nor  can  a  separate  and  independent  Ornament, 
previously  in  use,  be  said  to  be  consistent  with  a  Bubric  which  is  silent  as 
to  it,  and  which,  by  necessary  implication,  abolishes  what  it  does  not  retain. 

Construction  of  the  Bubric  as  to  Ornaments,  in  the  commencement  of  the 
Prayer  Book,  which  provides  that  "  such  Ornaments  of  the  Church  and  of  the 
Ministers  thereof,  at  all  times  of  their  AGnistraUon,  shall  be  retained  and  be 
in  use  as  were  in  this  Church  of  England^  by  authority  of  Parliament,  in  the 
second  year  of  the  Beign  of  Sang  Edward  YL"  considered,  and  the  following 
propositions  laid  down  and  decided  in  WeUerton  v.  LiddeR  (1)  recognised  and 
affirmed : — 

First,  that  the  words  ''authority  of  Parliament"  in  the  Bubric  refer  to 
and  mean  the  Act  of  Parliament  2^8  Edw.  6,  c.  1,  giving  Pailiamentary 
efiect  to  the  first  Prayer  Book  of  Edward  YI^  and  do  not  refer  to  or  mean 
Canons  or  Boyal  Injunctions  having  the  authority  of  Parliament  made  at  an 
earlier  period  (2). 

Second,  that  the  tenn  **  Ornaments  "  in  the  Bubric  means  those  articles 
the  use  of  which,  in  the  services  and  ministrations  of  the  Church,  is  prescribed 
by  that  Prayer  Book  (3). 

Third,  that  the  term  ''  Ornaments  "  is  confined  to  those  articles  (4). 

Fourth,  that  though  there  may  be  articles  not  expressly  mentioned  in  the 
Bubric  the  use  of  which  would  not  be  restrained,  they  must  be  articles 
which  are  consistent  with,  and  subsiduary  to,  the  services ;  as  an  organ  for 
singing,  a  credence  Table  from  which  to  take  the  sacramental  bread  and  wine, 
cushions,  hassocks,  &c  (5), 

It  is  too  late  to  object  to  a  Citation,  as  shewing  no  Ecclesiastical  offence  to 


(1)  Special  Beport  of  the  cases  of 
WetUH<m  v.  LiddeU  and  JBeal  y.  Lid' 
deUf  by  E.  F.  Moore.  8vo.  Lond.  1857. 

(2)  Ibid.  p.  160. 


(3)  Moore's  Special  Bep.  p.  15G. 

(4)  Ibid.  p.  156. 

(5)  Ibid.  p.  187. 
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Lave  1)6611  oommitted,  after  the  aocnsed  Clerk  has  appeared  without  protest  J.  0, 

and  prayed  for  Articles^  which  operates  as  a  waiver.  2868 

There  is  no  analogy  between  an  indictment  and  the  process  for  admoni-  «^vw 

tion  under  section  23  of  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  in  respect  to  Ecclesiastical  offences.  Mabtin 

TMaokokogbib. 
HIS  was  a  cause  of  the  office  of  the  Judge,  promoted  by  the       

Appellanti  a  Parishioner  of  the  Parish  of  8L  Alban\  Hciborn,  in 

the  Diocese  of  Landony  against  the  Appellant^  the  Incumbent  and 

perpetual  Curate  of  the  Church  of  that  Parish,  for  haying,  within 

his  said  Church,  and  within  two  years  last  past  from  the  date  of 

the  institution  of  the  cause,  offended  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical 

in  the  following  matters : — 

First,  by  having,  during  the  prayer  of  consecration,  in  the  order 
of  the  administration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  elevated  the  Paten 
above  his  head,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  such  elevation,  and 
taken  into  his  hands  the  Cup  and  elevated  it  above  his  head  during 
the  prayer  of  consecration,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  the  Cup 
to  be  so  taken  and  elevated,  and  knelt  or  prostrated  himself  before 
the  consecrated  Elements  during  the  prayer  of  consecration,  and 
permitted  and  sanctioned  such  kneeling  or  prostrating  by  other 
Clerks  in  Holy  Orders. 

Second,  by  having  used  lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion 
Table  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  at  times 
when  such  lighted  Candles  were  not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of 
giving  light,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  the  use  of  lighted 
Candles. 

Third,  by  having  used  incense  for  censing  persons  and  things  in 
and  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  and  permitted 
and  sanctioned  such  use  of  incense,  and  having  unlawfully  used 
incense  in  and  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  and 
permitted  and  sanctioned  such  unlawful  use  of  incense. 

Fourth,  by  having,  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion, mixed  water  with  the  wine  used  in  the  administration  of 
the  Holy  Communion,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  such  mixing, 
and  the  administration  to  the  Conmiunicants  of  the  wine  and  water 
so  mixed. 

The  cause  came  before  the  Arches  Court  of  Canterbury  by  Let- 
ters of  Bequest  from  the  Lord  Bishop  of  London  to  the  late  Dean 
of  the  Arches  [  (the  Bight  Honourable .  Dr.  LuBhingion)^  under 
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J.  C.       the  provisions  of  the  Church  Discipline  Ad,  3  &  4  Vict  c.  86. 
1868       By  the  Letters  of  Request,  the  Respondent  was  charged,  so  far  as 
MABTm     related  to  the  questions  raised  in  the  present  appeal,  with  having 
tf  ACKONocHiE  ^^^^^d®^  agaiust  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical  by  elevating  the  Elements 
—       in  the  service  of  the  Holy  Communion,  as  before  stated ;  and  "  by 
bowing,  kneeling,  or  prostrating  himself  before  the  consecrated 
Elements  during  or  after  the  Prayer  of  Consecration ;"  and  **  by 
using  lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during  the  cele- 
bration of  the  Holy  Communion  at  times  when  such  lighted 
Candles  were  not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light,  and  by 
permitting  and  sanctioning  such  use  of  lighted  Candles :''  and  the 
Official  Principal  of  the  Arches  Court  was  thereby  requested  to  issue 
a  Citation  or  Decree  calling  upon  the  Respondent  to  appear  at  a  cer- 
tain time  and  place  therein  specified,  '*  to  answer  to  certain  articles, 
heads,  positions,  and  interrogatories  touching  his  soul's   health, 
and  the  lawful  correction  and  reformation  of  his  manners  and 
excesses,  and  more  especially  for  having  offended  against  the  Laws 
Ecclesiastical  in  the  matters  thereinbefore  specified,  to  be  adminis- 
tered to  him  at  the  voluntary  promotion  of  the  Appellant,  and  to 
hear  and  determine  the  cause  according  to  the  law  and  practice  of 
the  Court."    Such  Letters  of  Request  having  issued,  the  Respon- 
dent was  cited  and  appeared,  whereupon  Articles  were  brought 
in  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant,  the  admission  of  which  was,  in  the 
jfirst  instance  opposed,  but  having  been  reformed,  as  directed  by 
the  Court,  were  afterwards  admitted  (1).     To  these  articles  a  re- 
-fiponsive  plea  was  filed  by  the  Respondent,  for  the  most  part 
^admitting  the  facts  as  pleaded,  but  denying  that  any  offence 
against  the  Ecclesiastical  Law  had  been  committed  (2). 


(1)  The  Articles,  as  reformed  and 
finally  admitted,  are  set  oiit  in  extenso 
in  the  report  of  the  case  in  the  Arches 
Court,  Law  Rep.  2  A.  &  E.  1L7.  See 
also  post  J  pp.  377-8,  where  the  Articles 
and  plea  material  to  the  two  points 
raised  hy  the  appeal  are  referred  to. 

A  report  of  the  case  on  the  admission 
jof  the  Articles  is  to  be  found  in  the  Law 
.Journal,  vol.  xxxvi.  (N.S.)  Eccles.  p.  25, 
imd  the  judgment,  with  the  learned 
fudge's  reasons  for  refusing  leave  to 


appeal  therefrom.  For  the  proceedings 
in  Flamank  v.  Simpson,  which  was  a 
similar  case  to  Martin  v.  Macktmodiie, 
and  heard  with  it,  on  the  admission  of 
the  Articles,  see  Law  Bep.  1  A.  &  E. 
276 ;  S.  0.  on  appeal,  Law  Bep.  1  P.  C. 
463. 

(2)  The  substance  of  the  plea  will 
be  foimd  in  Law  Bep.  2  A.  &  E.  120, 
which  contains  the  judgment  of  Sir 
BobeH  PhilUmore,  the  Dean  of  the 
Arches. 
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The  cause  having  been  set  down  for  hearing,  an  objection  was        J.  0. 
taken  on  the  part  of  the  Appellant  to  its  being  heard  by  Sir  Bohert        1868 
Phillimorey  he  having  been  Counsel  in  the  cause  previous  to  his      martin 
appointment  as  Official  Principal  of  the  Arches  Court  in  succession  -^      ^\ 

to  Dr.  Lushinffton,  whereupon  he  decreed  a  Special  Commission  to        

issue  to  certain  Commissioners  therein  named,  authorizing  them 
to  hear  and  determine  the  cause. 

The  Elespondent  entered  a  protest  against  the  cause  being  so 
heard,  and  obtained  a  Writ  of  Prohibition  from  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench,  prohibiting  such  Commissioners  irom  hearing  or 
further  proceeding  in  the  cause,  whereupon  the  Commissioners  re- 
turned into  the  Begistry  the  Special  Commission,  and  renounced 
all  power  and  authority  given  to  them  thereby ;  and  the  Commis- 
sion was  revoked  by  Sir  Bohert  PhilUmore. 

The  cause  was  then  heard  before  Sir  Bohert  PhiUimore,  the 
argument  occupying  twelve  days  (1);  two  witnesses  only  were 
examined  on  behalf  of  the  Appellant.  With  reference  to  the  kneel- 
ing or  prostrating  it  appeared  that  the  Bespondent,  when  him- 
self officiating  in  the  order  for  the  administration  of  the  Holy 
Communion,  twice  knelt  down  or  prostrated  himself  before  the 
Communion  Table  while  saying  the  prayer  of  consecration,  once 


(1)  A  complete  report  of  the  argu- 
ment in  the  Court  of  Arches,  with 
extracts  from  the  authorities,  both  legal 
and  ecclesiastical,  cited  and  referred  to 
by  Counsel  on  either  side,  as  taken  and 
verified  by  the  Short-hand  Writers, 
was  given  in  evidence  before  the  Ritual 
Commissioners,  and,  with  the  judgment 
of  the  learned  Dean  of  the  Arches,  con- 
taining his  own  notes  and  illustrations, 
is  to  be  found  in  the  Appendix  to  their 
Second  Report,  April,  1868.  That 
Appendix  also  contains  verified  copies 
of  Injunctions  and  Visitation  Articles 
from  A.D.  1561  to  1730.  The  Report 
itself,  and  the  other  evidence  accompany- 
ing it,  contains  a  learned  exposition 
of  the  Ecclesiastical  usage  and  law,  ap- 
plicable as  well  to  the  points  originally 
raised  in  the  cause,  as  those  in  this 


appeaL  These  authorities  were  co- 
piously used  and  referred  to  in  the 
argument  before  the  Judicial  Com- 
mittee, but  as  they  are,  for  the  most 
part,  matters  of  Ecclesiastical  history^ 
and  were  not  referred  to  or  relied  on 
by  their  Lordships  in  their  judgment ; 
and  inasmuch  as  the  Editor  could  not 
do  justice  to  them  without  setting  them 
out  at  greater  length  than  the  limits  of 
an  ordinary  report  allow,  he  is  reluct- 
antly compelled  to  omit  them,  and  to 
refer  the  Reader  to  the  sources  above 
mentioned,  which,  with  the  abstract 
of  the  pleadings  given  in  Law  Rep. 
2  A.  &  E.  117,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  learned  Judge,  constitute  a  com- 
plete history  of  the  case  in  the  Arches 
Court. 
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J.  CX       after  the  consecration  of  the  Bread,  and  again  after  the  consecration 
1868       of  the  Cap,  and  that  another  officiating  Minister  did  the  same  in  his 
Mabtot     presence.    With  reference  to  the  use  of  lighted  Candles,  the  facts, 
MAiOKoiroGHiB.  ^  ^^S^  ^  *^®  Articles,  were  substantially  admitted. 

On  the  28th  of  March,  1868,  Sir  Bobert  PhUUmare,  by  his 

Interlocutory  Decree'er  sentence,  pronounced  that  all  the  Articles 
given  in  and  admitted  in  the  cause,  except  the  sixth  and  twelfth 
therein  specified,  were  established,  and  that  the  Bespondent  had 
offended  against  the  Statute  Laws,  Constitutions,  and  Canons  of 
the  Church  of  England  in  the  particular  matters  alleged  and  set 
forth  in  the  Articles,  in  manner  as  in  the  Decree  was  therein* 
after  mentioned ;  and  monished  the  Bespondent  to  abstain  for  the 
future  from  the  elevation  of  the  Cup  and  Paten  during  the  ad« 
ministration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  as  also  from  the  use  of 
incense,  and  from  the  mixing  water  with  the  wine  during  the 
administration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  as  pleaded  in  the  Articles ; 
but  declined  to-  pronounce  that  the  Bespondent  had  offended 
against  the  Statute  Law,  and  the  Constitutions  and  Canons  Eccle- 
siastical, by  having  knelt  or  prostrated  himself  before  the  conse- 
crated Elements  during  the  prayer  of  consecration,  and  by  having 
permitted  and  sanctioned  such  kneeling  or  prostrating  by  other 
Clerks  in  Holy  Orders;  and  omitted  or  declined  to  admonish 
him  against  so  offending  in  future;  and  omitted  or  declined  to 
pronounce  that  the  Bespondent  had  offended  against  the  Statute 
Law,  and  the  Constitutions  and  Canons  Ecclesiastical,  by  having 
used  lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during  the  celebra- 
tion of  the  Holy  Communion,  at  times  when  such  lighted  Candles 
were  not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light,  and  by  having 
permitted  and  sanctioned  such  use  of  lighted  Candles ;  and  omitted 
or  declined  to  admonish  him  against  so  offending  in  future ;  and 
declined  to  condemn  the  Bespondent  in  the  costs  incurred  in  the 
cause  on  the  part  and  behalf  of  the  Appellant  (1). 

This  Decree  or  sentence  was  the  subject  of  the  present  appeal ; 
but  was  limited  to  the  kneeling  or  prostrating  before  the  conse- 
crated Elements,  and  the  use  of  lighted  Candles,  and  to  the  refusal 
to  allow  costs ;  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  in  other  respects  was 
acquiesced  in  by  both  parties. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  A.  &  E.  116. 
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Mr.  A.  J.  Slephem,  0.0.,  and  Mr.  AroMbaldy  (Mr.  Coleridge^  Q.C.,       J.  cr. 
Mr.  Traill,  and  Mr.  Droop,  with  them),  for  the  Appellant : —  1868 

Every  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders  of  the  United  Church  of  England  Maktoc 
and  Ireland,  in  administering  the  sacraments  and  other  rites  and  MAOKoifooHnk 
ceremonies  of  the  Church,  is  bound  to  use  the  form  and  order  ""^ 
prescribed  for  the  same  in  the  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  without 
any  addition,  alteration,  or  omission ;  that  was  so  held  and  solemnly 
decided,  in  the  case  of  Westerton  v.  LiddeU  (1),  by  this  Tribunal 
in  the  year  1857,  of  which  a  special  report  has  been  published  by 
Mr.  Moore.  The  kneeling  or  prostrating  before  the  consecrated 
Elements,  and  the  use  of  lighted  Candles,  as  proved  and  admitted 
in  the  cause,  are  additions  to,  or  alterations  of,  the  form  and  order 
prescribed.  The  elevation  of  the  Paten  and  Cup  during  the  prayer 
of  consecration,  having  been  discontinued  by  the  Bespondent 
during  the  pendency  of  the  cause  (though  disapproyed  of  and 
declared  illegal  by  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court,  formed  no 
part  of  his  judgment),  is  not  in  question  in  this  appeal.  The 
prostrating  before  the  Elements  was  held  by  the  Judge  to  be  a 
matter,  not  of  criminal  procedure,  but  within  the  discretion  and 
direction  of  the  Ordinary.  » 

First,  then,  with  respect  to  the  kneeling  or  prostration.  We 
insist,  that  the  kneeling  adopted  by  the  Eespondent  was  irregular 
and  improper.  That  it  was  used,  resorted  to,  repeated,  and  pro- 
longed at  times,  and  in  a  manner,  not  directed  or  sanctioned  by  the 
Eubric.  The  judgment  of  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Arches  upon 
this  point  is  very  brief;  he  seems  to  question  the  proofs,  though 
the  testimony  of  the  witnesses  is  unimpeached,  and  the  charge 
contained  in  the  Articles  was  admitted  by  the  Bespondent's  plea. 
His  judgment  appears,  however,  to  rest  chiefly  on  his  view  of  the 
Rubric  to  the  general  confession  in  the  service  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion, which,  though  it  does  not  give  precise  directions  that  the 
Celebrant  shall  kneel  at  the  time  of  consecration,  yet  directs  the 
confession  to  be  made  by  one  of  the  Ministers,  both  he  and  all  the 
people  kneeling ;  and  he  seems  to  think,  that  the  kneeling  posture 
of  the  Minister  when  consecrating  the  Elements  is  allowable  within 
the  meaning  of  that  Bubric,  and  that  this  inference  and  conclusion 
is  illustrated  by  the  fact  that  at  the  Savoy  Conference,  when  the 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  p.  187. 
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J.  0.  Puritans  demanded  a  more  specific  Eubric  touching  the  kneeling  at 
1868  the  C(Mnmunion,  no  notice  of  this  request  was  taken  by  the  Bishops  r 
Mabtin  CardwelTs  Conferences,  pp.  275,  363 ;  he  infers  therefore  that  the 
Mackokochib.  position  of  the  Minister  at  such  time  is  discretionary  on  his  part,  or 
-"~  if  not,  the  error  imputed  to  the  Eespondent  is  not  such  an  offence 
as  could  form  the  subject  of  a  criminal  prosecution,  but  that  if  it  waa 
an  offence,  it  belonged  to  the  category  of  those  cases  which  should 
be  referred  to  the  Bishop  in  order  that  he  might  exercise  jurisdic- 
tion according  to  the  Eubric.  This,  we  submit,  is  a  wholly  erro- 
neous yiew  of  the  Eubric,  contrary  to  the  Act  of  Uniformity^  13  &  14 
Car.  2,  c.  4,  as  well  as  the  previous  Statutes,  2  &  3  Edw.  6,  c.  I,, 
and  1  Eliz.  a  2.  In  the  argument  in  the  Court  below  the  kneeling 
and  prostration  was  connected  with  the  elevation  of  the  Elements^ 
and  the  authorities  referred  to  respecting  the  elevation  applied 
equally  to  the  posture ;  but  the  Eubric,  the  authorities,  and  the^ 
almost  universal  custom,  are  all  entirely  against  the  practice  of 
such  kneeling  and  prostration.  The  effect  of  the  directions  in  the 
Eubric  is,  that  the  Minister  is  not  at  liberty  to  change  his  position 
according  to  his  own  fancy,  but  must  follow  strictly  the  direction 
there  set  forth,  and  especially,  as  at  the  time  of  the  consecration  of 
the  Elements,  he  is  directed  to  remain  in  a  standing  position,  and 
iV)t  to  kneel  or  prostrate  himself  as  has  been  the  practice  of  the 
Eespondent. 

Secondly,  as  to  the  use  of  the  lighted  Candles  on  the  Commu- 
nion Table  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion.  It 
was  pleaded  and  admitted,  though  there  was  some  slight  discre- 
pancies as  to  particular  days,  that  the  Eespondent  used  lighted 
Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during  the  celebration  of  the 
Holy  Communion  at  times  when  such  lighted  Candles  were  not 
wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light  The  learned  Judge  of  the 
Court  below  treated  this  question  as  falling  within  the  rule  regard- 
ing Ornaments,  as  expressly  sanctioned  by  the  laws  of  the  Churchy 
and  after  observing  that  ''There  is  no  express  direction  in  the 
Eubric,  or  in  the  Statutes  of  Uniformity,  or  in  the  Canons  of  1603> 
for  the  use  of  lights  at  all  on  the  Holy  Table  (1),"  he  then  says 
"  there  is  no  direct  prohibition  of  this  ornament  of  Divine  service," 
and  he  proceeds  to  inquire,  whether  "  the  use  of  lights  on  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  A.  &  E.  220. 
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Holy  Table  falls  under  the  category  of  things  indirectly,  or  by        J.  0. 
necessary  implication^  prohibited,"  and  if  not,  that  they  might  be        1868 
treated  as  "  innocently  subsiduary  to  Divine  worship."    We  sub-      mabtik 
mit,  however,  that  lighted  Candles  are  not  Ornaments  of  the  m^okottoohie 
Church  within  the  legal  meaning  of  the  word,  " Omamenttmi"        — - 
as  interpreted  by  this  Tribunal  in  Weslerton  v.  Lidddl  (1).    In 
Parker  v.  Leach  (2)  the  difference  between  the  Altar  in  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  and  the  Communion  Table  in  the  Protestant 
Church  is  pointed  out   But  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Arclies  Court, 
after  a  most  elaborate  and  interesting  examination  of  the  intro- 
duction and  use  of  lights  and  lighted  Candles  in  the  services  of 
the  Church,  from  the  earliest  periods  preceding  the  Beformation, 
and  an  investigation  of  the  authorities,  both  lay  and  clerical,  on 
the  subject,  giving,  as  this  part  of  his  judgment  does,  a  complete 
history  of  the  origin  and  object  of  the  practice,  and  relying  for  tho 
retention  of  those  we  contend  against,  on  the  Boyal  Injunctions  of 
1547  (Edw.  VL ;  Cardwdls  Doc.  Ann.  pp.  5,  6),  arrives  at  the 
following  conclusion;  that  inasmuch  as  he  thinks    that  these 
Injunctions  were  issued  under  statutable  authority,  and  have  not 
been  directly  repealed  by  the  like  authority;  inasmuch  as  they 
are  not  emblematical  of  any  rite  or  ceremony  rejected  by  our 
Church  at  the  time  of  the  Beformation;  inasmuch  as  they  are 
primitive  and  Catholic  in  their  origin,  Evangelical  in  their  proper 
symbolism,  purged  from  all  superstition  and  novelty  by  the  very 
terms  of  the  Injunction  which  ordered  their  retention  in  the 
Church,  adds,  "I  am  of  opinion  that  it  is  lawful  to  place  two 
lighted  Candles  on  the  Holy  Table  during  the  time  of  the  Holy 
Communion  for  the  signification,  in  the  language  of  the  Injunc- 
tions, *  that  Christ  is  the  very  true  light  of  the  world.' "    Now  we 
contend  that,  whether  these  Injunctions  were  lawfully  issued  under 
Statutable  authority,  or  not,  they  have  been  subsequently  abro- 
gated by  like  authority,  and  we  insist  that  the  authorities  cited  and 
relied  upon  by  the  Court  below  do  not  sustain  the  legal  character  of 
the  Injunctions  of  1547,  for  it  is  clear  that  these  Injunctions,  if 
Aey  ever  had  any  established  authority,  were  wholly  repealed  in 
the  same  year  they  were  issued,  by  the  Act  of  Unifonnily,  1  Edw.  6, 
c.  12,  and  had  never  since  been  revived,  either  by  the  Uniformity 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  p.  156.  (2)  4  Moore'a  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  199. 
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J.  0.       Ad  of  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  or  the  last  Uniformity  Aei,  13  &  14  Car.  2, 

1868       c.  12.    We  contend,  moreover,  that  the  Ecclesiastical  anthorities 

yuixna     ^^^  ^7  ^®  learned  Judge  do  not  sustain  the  conclusion  dravm 

MioKi^oGHiB.  ^^  them,  and  we  refer  in  support  of  our  view  to  Strype^s  Annals 

of  the  Eeformation,  pp.  196,  197  [Oxford  Ed.] ;  Zuriek's  Letters, 

p.  63  [Ed.  8vo.,  1842] ;  Cosins'  Works,  vol.  v.  pp.  231,  440 ;  Notes 
on  the  Prayer  Book  in  NididWs  Commentary,  p.  17  [Fo.  Ed., 
1712],  cited  in  Odai&r's  Ecc.  Hist,  vol.  iL  p.  726  [Fo.  Ed.,  1714]  ; 
Prym'a  Caterhury^a  Doom,  pp.  50,  62,  68,  and  the  account  there 
given  of  Dr.  Donnas  Sermon  preached  on  Candlemas  Day,  1640. 
Sermons,  p.  80,  Bishop  Andrews*  Chapel ;  all  of  which  authorities 
are  contained  in  the  Eierurffia  Anfflicana  (1),  from  all  which  we 
contend  that  there  is  no  legal  authority  for  the  use  of  lights  at  the 
celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  and  that  the  decree  of  the 
Court  below  is  erroneous  in  not  admonishing  and  enjoining  the 
Bespondent  to  discontinue  the  use  of  them.  We  rely  also  on 
the  Lituigies  of  King  EdwoMrd  YI.,  OardwdTa  Liturgies,  and  the 
various  Injunctions,  Visitations,  and  Articles,  from  the  year  1561 
to  1730  (2).]  And  we  submit,  lastly,  that  having  established  the 
charges  alleged  against  the  Bespondent,  the  Court  below  ought  to 
have  given  the  Appellant  the  costs  of  the  suit 

Mr.  W  M,  Jame$i  Q.C.,  and  Dr.  Deane,  Q.C.  (with  them  Mr. 
Prideaux,  Q.C.,  Dr.  Tristram,  and  Mr.  E.  Charles),  for  the  Bespon- 
dent : — 

We  maintain  that  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Dean  of  the 
Arches  on  the  two  points  now  on  appeal  is  correct,  and  ought  not 
to  be  interfered  with.  The  elevation  of  the  Elements,  and  the 
alleged  prostration  of  the  Appellant,  are  one  and  the  same  offence, 
and  the  Bespondent  having  of  his  own  accord  discontinued  the 
elevation  the  grounds  of  the  charge  have  ceased.  The  kneeling  at 
improper  seasons,  of  which  the  Bespondent  is  accused,  has  refer- 
ence only  to  the  prostration  before  the  consecrated  Elements,  and 
cannot  be  maintained  as  a  separate  charge.  The  other  offence 
charged  against  him  is  the  use  of  lighted  Candles  during  the  cele- 

(1)  Edited  by  the  Rev.  John  FvUer     pendix  £.  to  the  2nd  Hep.  of  the  Royal 
Busaellj  8vo.  Lond.  1868.  CommissionerB  on  RituaL 

(2)  These  are  collected  in  the  Ap* 
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bration  of  the  H0I7  Communion.  But  Candlesticks  on  the  Com-  J.  0. 
munion  Table  have  been  abeady  declared  legal  by  this  Tribunal :  I868 
Westerton  y.  Liddell  (1)  ;  and  allowable  within  the  terms  of  the  mabctt 
Rubric  relating  to  Ornaments,  the  using  them  by  placing  lights  in  maokokoohib. 
them  cannot^  therefore,  be  an  offence  against  the  Ecclesiastical  -— ' 
Laws,  unless  it  could  be  shewn  that  some  special  signification  was 
intended  which  is  contrary  to  Ecclesiastical  Law ;  no  such  signifi- 
oation  is  alleged  or  proyed,  and  we  insist  that  the  learned  Judge 
below  has  rightly  held  them  to  be  legal  and  allowable  by  the 
Lijunctions  of  Edward  YL  of  1547.  For  their  Ecclesiastical  His- 
tory, and  the  modifications  they  haye  undergone,  as  well  as  their 
use,  we  need  only  refer  to  the  yery  elaborate  exposition  of  them  in 
the  judgment  of  the  learned  Dean  of  the  Arches  (2),  and  we 
maintain,  that  being  declared  legal  by  the  Eoyal  Injunctions  of 
1547,  made  pursuant  to  and  by  the  authority  of  the  Supremacy 
Ad,  26  Hen.  8,  c.  4,  they  haye  not  been  prohibited  or  made 
illegal  by  any  subsequent  Statute,  or  by  either  of  the  Acts  of 
Uniformity,  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  or  the  13  &  14  Oar.  2,  c.  2.  There  is,  how- 
eyer,  another  ground  of  objection  to  this  appeal,  which,  if  well 
founded,  is  fatal  to  the  Appellant's  case.  The  original  proceeding 
against  the  Bespondent  was  a  criminal  proceeding,  taken  under  the 
Chwtdh  Discipline  Ad,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  penal  in  its  consequences, 
and,  therefore,  as  the  proceeding  was  taken  under  a  Statute,  the 
offence  charged  ought  to  haye  been  alleged  as  contrary  to  the 
Statute :  Francis  y.  Steward  (3).  Moreoyer,  the  Letters  of  Bequest 
and  Citation  do  not  agree  with  the  Articles  afterwards  exhibited. 
The  former  charges  the  Bespondent  with  bowing,  kneeling,  or 
prostrating  himself,  the  latter  omits  the  charge  of  bowing  alto- 
gether, £tnd  only  alleges  that  the  Bespondent  knelt  or  prostrated 
himself.  We  maintain,  that  the  Citation,  which  is  the  indictment 
in  the  case,  shewed  no  offence,  the  bowing  or  kneeling  was,  if 
practised,  entirely  innocent,  the  offence,  if  any,  was  as  alleged  in 
the  Articles,  which  was  a  new  charge,  to  which  the  Citation  did  not 
point  with  sufficient  certainty.  This  yariation  is  fatal  to  the  record, 
and  may  be  taken  at  any  period  in  the  cause.  It  is,  therefore,  not 
too  late  to  urge  it  now. 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Kep.  p.  151.  (2)  Law  B*p.  2  A.  &  E.  224. 

(3)  5  Q.  R  Bep.  984. 
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J.  0.  Mr.  I^ephena,  in  reply : — 

With  reference  to  the  objection  respecting  the  discrepancy 


1868 


3iABTiN  between  the  Citation  and  Articles,  it  is  too  late  after  appearance  to 
Mackokochie.  the  Citation,  and  prayisg  for  Articles,  to  take  such  an  objection. 
Appearance  waives  all  objections  to  the  formality  of  the  proceed^ 
ings :  Prankard  v.  Deads  (1).  The  present  case  is  substantially 
the  same  as,  and  is  not  distinguishable  from,  Francis  y.  Steward  (2)^ 
relied  on  by  the  Bespondent  There  the  party  cited  appeared  under 
protest.  No  analogy  exists  between  criminal  charges  at  Common 
Law  and  proceedings  under  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  23,  which  gives  jurisdiction 
to  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts,  which  is  a  process  for  admonition. 

1868  Their  Lordships'  judgment  was  deferred,  and  was  now  pro- 

Dm,  28.      nounced  by 

LoBD  Caiens  (3) : — 

The  case  of  Martin  v.  Mackonochtey  commenced  before  the 
Bishop  of  London^  was,  under  the  provisions  of  the  Clergy  Disci- 
pline Act,  sent  by  the  Bishop  to  the  Court  of  the  Archbishop  of 
Canterbury  for  trial  in  the  first  instance ;  and  having  been  fully 
heard  before  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court,  resulted  in  a  Decree 
made  on  the  28th  of  March,  1868. 

Mr.  Mackonochiey  the  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders  against  whom  these 
proceedings  were  directed,  was  charged  with  four  offences  against 
the  Laws  Ecclesiastical,  viz. : — 

First,  the  elevation  during  or  after  the  prayer  of  consecration 
in  the  Order  of  the  Administration  of  the  Holy  Communion  of 
the  Paten  and  Cup ;  and  the  kneeling  or  prostrating  himself  before 
the  consecrated  Elements ; 

Second,  using  lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during 
the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  when  such  Candles  were 
not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light ; 

Third,  using  incense  in  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Com- 
munion ; 

Fourth,  mixing  water  with  the  wine  used  in  the  administration 
of  the  Holy  Communion. 

(1)  1  Hagg.  185.  appeal,  and  before  judgment  was  pro- 

(2)  5  Q.  B.  Rep.  984.  nounoed,  Lord  Cairns  had  resigned  the 

(3)  Subsequent  to  the  hearing  of  the     Great  Seal. 
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The  learned  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court  by  his  decree  sustained        J«  0. 
the  third  and  fourth  of  these  charges,  and  admonished  Mr.  MaeJco-        1868 
noehie  to  abstain  for  the  future,  from  the  use  of  incense,  and  from      Mabtdt 
mixing  water  with  the  wine,  as  pleaded  in  the  Articles.    Against  maokokoohie. 
this  part  of  the  decree  there  is  no  appeal.  

The  second  charge,  as  to  lights,  was  not  sustained,  the  learned 
Judge  holding  that  it  was  lawful  to  place  two  lighted  Candles  on 
the  Communion  Table  during  the  time  of  the  Holy  Communion. 
Against  this  the  Promoter  has  appealed. 

As  to  the  first  charge,  Mr.  Maekonoehiej  while  admitting  the 
elevation  of  the  consecrated  Elements  at  the  times  and  in  the 
manner  alleged,  pleaded  that  he  had  discontinued  the  practice 
before  the  institution  of  the  suit.  The  learned  Judge  therefore 
-admonished  Mr.  MaeJconoehie  not  to  recur  to  the  practice;  but 
as  to  the  other  part  of  the  charge,  namely,  the  kneeling  and  pro- 
strating himself  before  the  consecrated  Elements,  the  learned 
Judge  held,  that  if  Mr.  MaeJconoehie  had  committed  any  error  in  that 
respect,  it  was  one  which  should  not  form  the  subject  of  a  criminal 
prosecution,  but  should  be  referred  to  the  Bishop  in  order  that  he 
might  exercise  his  discretion  thereon. 

The  Promoter  appeals  from  the  latter  part  of  the  decision  of  the 
learned  Judge  on  this  chaise,  and  he  also  complains  in  his  appeal 
that  the  Defendant  was  not  ordered  to  pay  the  costs  of  the  suit. 

The  questions  thus  raised  by  the  appeal  were  very  fully  and 
ebly  argued  before  this  Tribunal,  and  their  Lordships  have  now  to 
state  their  reasons  for  the  adyice  which  they  propose  humbly  to 
offer  to  Her  Majesty. 

They  will  advert  first  to  the  charge  of  kneeling  before  the  con- 
secrated Elements. 

It  is  necessary  to  refer  to  the  whole  of  the  charge  on  this  head 
as  contained  in  the  third  and  fourth  Articles,  although  some  of  the 
Acts  charged  are  said  to  have  been  discontinued  before  the  suit 
commenced. 

These  articles  run  thus : — 

*'  Third.  That  the  said  Alexander  Heriot  MaeJconoehie  has  in  his 
said  Church,  and  within  two  years  last  past  (to  wit,  on  Sunday,  the 
23rd  day  of  December,  on  Christmas  Day  last  past,  and  on  Sunday, 
the  30th  day  of  December,  ell  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1866), 
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J.  G.       during  the  prayer  of  consecration  in  the  Order  of  the  Administra- 

1868        tion  of  the  Holy  Communion,  elevated  the  Paten  above  his  head, 

lul^ynv     ^^d  permitted  and  sanctioned  such  elevation ;  and  taken  into'  his 

Ml    "'oGHii.  ^*^^®  *^®  ^'^P*  ^^^  elevated  it  above  his  head  during  the  prayer 

'. —        of  consecration  aforesaid,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  the  Cup  to 

be  so  taken  and  elevated ;  and  knelt  or  prostrated  himself  before 

the  consecrated  Elements  during  the  prayer  of  consecration,  and 

permitted  and  sanctioned  such  kneeling  or  prostrating  by  other 

Clerks  in  Holy  Orders. 

^'PouitL  That  such  elevation  of  the  Paten,  and  such  taking 
and  elevation  of  the  Cup,  and  such  kneeling  and  prostrating,  are 
severally  unlawful  additions  to  and  variations  from  the  form  and 
order  prescribed  and  appointed  by  the  said  Statutes,  and  by  the 
said  Book  of  Common  Prayer,  and  Administration  of  the  Sacra- 
ments, and  other  rites  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church,  and  aie 
contrary  to  the  said  Statutes,  and  to  the  14th,  36th,  and  38th  of 
the  said  Constitutions  and  Canons,  and  also  to  an  Act  of  Patlia- 
ment  passed  in  a  Session  of  Parliament  holden  in  the  thirte^ith 
year  of  Queen  Eliadbelhf  chapter  12,  and  to  the  25th  and  28th  of 
the  Articles  of  Beligion  therein  referred  to." 

Mr.  Mackanoehie's  answer  to  these  Articles  is  as  follows: — 
**  Third.  Whereas  in  the  third  Article  given  in  and  admitted  as 
amended  in  this  Cause,  it  is  pleaded  that  the  said  Alexand/er 
Serid  Mackanoehie  has,  to  wit — on  Sunday,  the  23rd  day  of  De- 
cember, on  Christmas  Day  last  past,  and  on  Sunday,  the  30th  day  of 
December,  all  in  the  year  1866,  during  the  prayer  of  consecration 
in  the  Order  of  the  Administration  of  the  Holy  Communion, 
elevated  the  Paten  above  his  head,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned 
such  elevation,  and  taken  into  his  hands  the  Cup  and  elevated  it 
above  his  head  during  the  prayer  of  consecration  aforesaid,  and 
permitted  and  sanctioned  the  Cup  so  to  be  taken  and  elevated,  and 
knelt  or  prostrated  himself  before  the  consecrated  Elements  during 
the  prayer  of  consecration,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  such 
kneeling  or  prostration  by  other  Clerks  in  Holy  Orders.  Now  the 
same  is  in  part  untruly  pleaded,  for  the  party  proponent  alleges 
that  whilst  he  admits  that  the  said  AleoMmder  Eeriot  Mackanoehie 
did,  on  the  said  two  Sundays  and  on  Christmas  Day,  during  the 
prayer  of  consecration,  kneel,  and  sanction  kneeling  by  other  Clerks 
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before  tlie  Lord's  Table,  he  denies  that  the  said  Alexander  Beriot       J.  C. 
Maekonoehie  did  on  the  said  two  Sundays,  and  on  the  said  Christ-       1868 
mas  Day,  kneel  or  prostrate  himself  before  the  oonsecrated  Ele-     habtdt 
ments,  or  permit  and  sanction  such  kneeling  or  prostration  by  other  -^gj^^lL^fjgj^ 
Clerks  in  Holy  Orders,  as  in  the  third  Article  pleaded.    And  he        — 
farther  allies,  that  whilst  he  admits  that  he  did,  on  the  said  two 
Sundays  and  Christmas  Day,  in  the  said  third  Article  mentioned, 
eleyate,  and  sanction  the  eleyation  by  other  Clerks,  of  the  Paten 
and  Cup  above  his  head,  as  is  in  the  said  third  Article  pleaded ; 
yet  that  such  eleyation  of  the  Paten  and  Cup  has  been  wholly  dis- 
continued by  the  said  AleaanieT  Serial  Maekonoehie  during  the 
Administration  of  the  Holy  Communion  ever  since  the  said  30th 
day  of  December,  1866,  and  long  prior  to  the  institution  of  this 
suit.    That  such  practice  was  discontinued  in  consequence  of  legal 
advice,  and  in  compliance  with  the  expressed  wish  of  the  Lord 
Bishop  of  the  Diocese  of  London,  and  with  a  resolution  of  Con- 
vocation, as  was  well  known  to  the  promoter  of  this  suit  before  he 
instituted  the  same." 

Before  turning  to  the  evidence  in  support  of  this  charge,  it  will 
be  proper  to  consider  an.objection  which  was  taken  to  the  Articles, 
and  to  the  Letters  of  Bequest  and  Citation  by  which  they  were 
preceded. 

It  was  said  that  although  the  Articles  alleged  that  the  Bespon- 
dent  *^  knelt  or  prostrated  himself  before  the  consecrated  Elements 
during  the  prayer  of  consecration,''  the  Letters  of  Bequest  and  Cita- 
tion were  for  ^*  bowing,  kneeling,  or  prostrating  himself  before  the 
consecrated  Elements  during  or  after  the  prayer  of  consecration." 
It  was  contended  that  the  Citation  shewed  no  offence,  for  it  might 
be  taken,  as  in  an  indictment,  in  the  sexise  most  favourable  to  the 
accused,  and  as  a£Snning  nothing  more  than  that  he  bowed  after 
the  prayer  of  consecration,  which,  it  was  said,  would  or  might  be 
innocent.  And  the  Articles,  it  was  argued,  by  omitting  this  alter- 
native, were  a  departure  &om  the  Citation. 

To  this  it  might  be  sufficient  to  reply  that  the  objection  taken  to 
this  Citation — a  Citation  which,  it  is  not  disputed,  does  contain 
other  charges  cognizable  by  the  Ecclesiastical  Court — ^is  an  objec- 
tion of  a  strictly  technical  character,  and  one  which  would  be 
waived  by  the  appearance  of  the  Bespondent,  as  he  did  appear. 
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J-  C.       without  protest  and  by  praying  for  Articles.    Bat  passing  from 
1868        this,  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the  supposed  analogy  between  the 
Mabtdt      Citation  and  an  Indictment,  on  which  this  objection  is  founded, 
Mackotochib.  ^iitirely  fails.    The  Ad  of  Uniformity^  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  contemplates 
two  modes  of  procedure  for  enforcing  its  proyisions ;  one  by  Indict- 
ment, under  secL  4,  and  the  other  by  process  for  admonition  befoie 
the  Ordinary  under  secL  23 ;  and  it  is  under  the  latter  and  not 
the  former  section  that  the  present  proceedings  are  taken.     More- 
over, in  the  case  of  an  Indictment  followed  by  judgment,  the  Indict- 
ment and  judgment  become  the  record,  and  the  judgment  is  read 
with  reference  to  the  Indictment ;  and  if  the  Indictment  is  open  to 
a  construction  which  is  innocent,  and  would  not  sustain  a  judg- 
ment, the  judgment  would  be  yicious  and  must  be  arrested; 
whereas  the  Citation  is  followed  by  Articles,  which  in  turn  are  met 
by  a  plea ;  and  the  Court,  after  hearing  evidence,  defines  by  its 
sentence  how  much  of  the  charge  it  considers  to  be  relevant,  and 
to  have  been  proved,  and  thereby  corrects  any  excess  of  averment 
in  the  citation. 

The  preliminary  objection,  therefore,  on  this  charge  their  Lord- 
ships feel  themselves  obliged  to  repel. 

It  is  necessary  now  to  examine  the  evidence  adduced  in  support 
of  the  charge ;  and  in  doing  this,  and  in  considering  the  character 
of  the  charge  itself  their  Lordships  will  confine  their  attention  to 
the  conduct  and  acts  of  the  Bespondent  as  the  celebrating  or  con- 
secrating Minister.  The  allegations  and  proof  as  to ''  sanctioning  and 
permitting  other  Clerks  "  are  so  vague  that  no  weight  could  be,  and 
in  the  argument  little  weight  was  attempted  to  be,  given  to  them. 

The  chief  Witness  in  support  of  the  charge  is  Mr.  Beames.  He 
has  not  been  cross^xamined,  and  no  evidence  has  been  adduced 
for  the  Bespondent.  The  statement  of  Mr.  Beama  may,  therefore, 
be  taken  to  be  unoontroverted.  He  speaks  of  the  23rd  and  25th 
of  December,  1866.  On  both  of  these  occasions  the  Bespondent 
was  the  Celebrant  at  the  Communion  Service.  The  effect  of  the 
answers  of  Mr.  Beames  may  be  stated  to  be,  that  the  Bespondent 
commenced  to  read  the  prayer  of  consecration  standing ;  that  on 
reaching  the  words  ''  the  same  night  that  He  was  betrayed,"  he 
elevated  the  Paten  above  his  head,  returned  it  to  its  place  on  the 
Communion  Table,  and  then  knelt  on  his  knees  towards  the  Table, 
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inclining  or  prostrating  his  head  towards  the  ground ;  that  he  then       J.  C. 
rose  and  resumed  the  prayer ;  that  when,  in  the  further  course  of       ises    - 
the  prayer,  he  took  the  Chalice,  he  elevated  it  ahoye  his  head  as     MAimN 
he  had  done  the  Paten,  replaced  it  on  the  Communion  Table,  and  ^,      •• 

_        _  ,  ,  ,/      ,      A  MACKONOCHni 

knelt  or  prostrated  himself  as  before.  

The  elevation  of  the  Elements  has,  as  already  said,  been  discon- 
tinued, and  as  to  the  kneeUng  after  the  consecration  of  the  Chalice, 
it  might  possibly  be  suggested  that  it  was  a  kneeling  after  finishing 
the  prayer  of  consecration,  and  with  reference  to  the  next  part  of 
the  service,  in  which  the  Celebrant  becomes  himself  the  recipient. 
Omitting,  therefore,  for  the  present,  the  elevation  and  the  second 
kneeling,  the  evidence  remains,  that  the  Bespondent^  after  com- 
mencing the  prayer  of  consecration  standing,  paused  in  the  middle 
of  the  prayer,  knelt  down,  inclining  or  prostrating  his  head  towards 
the  ground,  and  then,  rising  up  again,  continued  the  prayer 
standing. 

In  order  to  bring  the  conduct  of  the  Bespondent  on  this  head  to 
the  test  of  Ecclesiastical  Law,  it  is  proper  now  to  turn  to  the  Bubric 
of  the  Order  of  the  Administration  of  the  Holy  Communion. 

The  Lord's  Prayer  and  the  Collect,  with  which  the  service  com- 
mences, are  to  be  said  by  the  Priest ''  standing  at  the  north  side  of 
the  table.'* 

The  Priest  is  then  to  turn  to  the  people  and  rehearse  distinctly 
all  the  ten  commandments,  "  the  people  still  kneeling,"  implying 
that  the  Priest  is  still  to  stand. 

This  is  to  be  followed  by  one  of  the  Collects  for  the  Sovereign, 
"  the  Priest  standing  as  before,"  and  by  the  Collect  for  the  day. 

The  Priest  is  then  to  read  the  Epistle  and  Gospel,  and  to  say 
the  Creed,  during  which  no  change  of  attitude  is  indicated. 

After  the  sermon,  when  the  Priest  has  returned  to  the  Lord's 
Table,  the  sentences  of  the  offertory,  the  prayer  for  the  Church 
militant,  and  the  exhortations,  are  to  be  "  said  "  by  the  Priest, 
without  any  direction  as  to  change  of  posture ;  and  then,  at  the 
confession,  he,  as  well  as  all  the  people,  is  directed  to  kneel. 

For  the  absolution  and  the  sentences  which  follow,  the  Priest  is 
directed  to  stand  up,  and  to  turn  himself  to  the  people ;  for  the 
words  "  It  is  very  meet,"  &c.,  and  the  '*  prefaces,"  he  is  to  turn  to 
the  Lord's  Table,  and  he  is  then  to  kneel  down  at  the  Lord's 

Vox.  II.  3  2K 
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J.  0.       Table,  and,  in  the  name  of  all  the  recipients^  say  the  prayer,  ^*  We 

1S68       do  not  presume,"  &c. 
hukcin         The  Bnbric  before  the  prayer  of  consecration  then  follows,  and  is 
Maotokochh.  ^  *^^^  words : — "  When  the  Priest,  standing  before  the  Table,  hath 

so  ordered  the  bread  and  wine  that  he  may  with  the  more  readiness 

and  decency  break  the  bread  before  the  people,  and  take  the  Cap 
into  his  hands,  he  shall  say  the  prayer  of  consecration,  as  follows." 
Their  Lordships  entertain  no  doubt  on  the  construction  of  this 
Bubric  that  the  Priest  is  intended  to  continue  in  one  posture 
during  the  prayer,  and  not  to  change  from  standing  to  kneeling, 
or  vice  versa;  and  it  appears  to  them  equally  certain  that  the 
Priest  is  intended  to  stand  and  not  to  kncer.  They  think  that  the 
words  "  standing  before  the  Table  "  apply  to  the  whole  sentence ; 
and  they  think  this  is  made  more  apparent  by  the  consideration 
that  acts  are  to  be  done  by  the  Priest  before  the  people,  as  the 
prayer  proceeds  (such  as  taking  the  Paten  and  Chalice  into  his 
hands,  breaking  the  bread,  and  laying  his  hand  on  the  various 
vessels),  which  could  only  be  done  in  the  attitude  of  standing. 

This  being,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  the  proper  construction 
of  the  Kubric,  it  is  clear  that  the  Bespondent,  by  the  posture  or 
change  of  posture  which  he  has  adopted  during  the  prayer,  has 
violated  the  Bubric,  and  committed  an  offence  within  the  meaning 
of  the  13  &  14  Car.  2,  c.  4,  ss.  2,  17,  24,  taken  in  connection  with 
the  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  and  punishable  by  admonition  under  sect.  23  of 
the  latter  Statute. 

It  was  contended  on  behalf  pf  the  Bespondent,  that  the  act  com- 
plained of  was  one  of  those  minute  details,  which  could  not  be 
taken  to  be  covered  by  the  provisions  of  the  Bubric ;  that  the 
Bubric  could  not  be  considered  as  exhaustive  in  its  directions,  for 
no  order  could  be  shewn  in  it  requiring  the  celebrating  Minister  to 
kneel  while  himself  receiving  the  bread  and  wine;  and  that  there 
was  no  charge  or  evidence  against  the  Bespondent,  that  in  kneeling 
after  the  consecration,  any  adoration  of  the  sacrament  was  intended. 
Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  it  is  not  open  to  a  Minister 
of  the  Church,  or  even  to  their  Lordships  in  advising  Her  Majesty 
as  the  highest  Ecclesiastical  Tribunal  of  appeal,  to  draw  a  dis- 
tinction, in  acts  which  are  a  departure  from  or  violation  of  the 
Bubric,  between  those  which  are  important  and  those  which  ap- 


VOL.  n.]  OASES  IN  THE  PRIVT  OOUNOIL.  388 

pear  to  be  trivial    The  object  of  a  Statute  of  Uniformity  is,  as  its       J.  a 
preamble  expresses,  to  produce  ^^an  uniyersal  agreement  in  the        isag 
public  worship  of  Almighty  God,"  an  object  which  would  be  wholly      ^i^^^ 
frustrated  if  each  Minister,  on  his  own  view  of  the  relative  impor-  „     ^' 

^  MACKOirOOIIIE. 

tance  of  the  details  of  the  service,  were  to  be  at  liberty  to  omit>  to  — 
add  to,  or  to  alter  any  of  those  details.  The  rule  upon  this  subject 
has  been  already  laid  down  by  the  Judicial  Committee  in  Westerton 
y.  lAdddly  and  their  Lordships  are  disposed  entirely  to  adhere  to  it : 
**  In  the  performance  of  the  services,  rites,  and  ceremonies  ordered 
by  the  Prayer  Book,  the  directions  contained  in  it  must  be  strictly 
observed ;  no  omission  and  no  addition  can  be  permitted  "  (1).  ; 

There  would,  indeed,  be  no  diflSculty  in  shewing  that  the  posture 
of  the  celebrating  Minister  during  all  the  parts  of  the  Communion 
Service  was,  and  that  for  obvious  reasons,  deemed  to  be  of  no 
small  importance  in  the  changes  introduced  into  the  Prayer  Book, 
at  and  after  the  Eeformation.  The  various  stages  of  the  service 
are,  as  has  already  been  shewn,  fenced  and  guarded  by  directions 
of  the  most  exact  kind,  as  to  standing  and  kneeling,  the  former 
attitude  being  prescribed  even  for  prayers,  during  which  a  direc- 
tion to  kneel  might  have  been  expected.  And  it  is  not  imma- 
terial to  observe,  that  whereas  in  the  first  Prayer  Book  of  King 
Edward  VI.,  there  was  contdned  at  the  end  a  Eubric  in  these 
words: — "As  touching  kneeling,  crossing,  holding  up  of  hands, 
knocking  upon  the  breast,  and  other  gestures,  they  may  be  used 
or  left,  as  every  man's  devotion  serveth,  without  blame:"  this 
Eubric  was,  in  the  second  Prayer  Book  of  Edward  VI.,  and  in  all 
the  subsequent  Prayer  Books,  omitted. 

The  argument  against  the  completeness  of  the  directions  as  to 
posture,  derived  from  a  supposed  absence  of  any  order  that  the  Cele- 
brant shall  kneel  whilst  himself  receiving,  does  not  appear  to  their 
Lordships  to  be  well  founded.  In  the  Rubric  as  to  the  reception  of 
the  sacramental  bread  and  wine,  the  words  "  all  meekly  kneeling," 
apply,  as  their  Lordships  think,  to  the  Celebrant,  as  well  as  to  other 
Clerks,  and  to  the  people.  And  this  is  made  more  clear  by  the 
Bubric  termed  the  Black  Rubric,  added  at  the  end  of  the  service. 

It  is  true,  as  was  contended,  that  there  is  no  charge  against 
the  Respondent,  that  the  kneeling  complained  of  was  intended  as 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Rop,  p.  187. 
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j.G.  an  act  of  adoration  of  the  sacramental  elements.    Sach  a  charge, 

1866  involving,  as  it  would,  an  inquiry  into  sentiments  and  feelings,  of 

ji^^J^  which  no  Tribunal  can  adequately  judge,  would  be  diflScult  of 

^'  proof:  and  the  Rubrical  enactments  appear  to  have  been  wisely 

Mackonochie.  *         '  f^  ^ 

—  confined  to  prescribing  an  order  of  service  free  from  those  outward 
movements  which  had  become  more  or  less  associated  with  errors 
in  doctrine  which,  at  the  Reformation,  were  renounced.  If  this  order 
is  departed  from,  it  is,  as  their  Lordships  think,  unnecessary  to  in- 
quire into  the  motive  by  which  the  departure  has  been  occasioned. 

Another  argument  urged  on  behalf  of  the  Respondent  should 
also  be  noticed.  Mr.  Jamea  contended,  with  great  ability,  that  the 
charge  as  to  kneeling  during  the  prayer  of  consecration  was  made 
in  connection  with  the  charge  as  to  the  elevation  of  the  sacrament, 
and  that  the  charge  of  kneeling  was  only  an  aggravation  of  that  of 
elevation,  which  had  been  discontinued.  This  no  doubt  is  so ;  but 
the  kneeling  under  the  circumstances  described,  being  itself,  as 
their  Lordships  think  it  is,  a  violation  of  the  Rubric,  they  do  not 
think  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  should  the  less  be  passed 
upon  it  because  the  other  part  of  the  charge,  namely,  that  as  to 
the  elevation,  is  no  longer  resisted. 

It  only  remains,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  to  advert  to  the  veiy 
learned  and  elaborate  judgment  of  the  Dean  of  the  Arches.  That 
learned  Judge  states,  that  the  Rubric  does  not  give  precise  direc- 
tions that  the  Celebrant  should  kneel  at  the  times  when  it  appears 
that  the  Respondent  does  kneel ;  that  he  is  far  from  saying  it  is 
not  legally  competent  to  him  to  adopt  this  attitude  of  devotion ; 
and  that  it  cannot  be  contended  that  at  some  time  or  other  he 
must  not  kneel  during  the  celebration,  although  no  directions  as 
to  his  kneeling  at  all  are  given  by  the  Rubric. 

Their  Lordships,  however,  think,  as  they  read  the  Rubric,  that 
directions  as  to  the  Celebrant  kneeling  at  a  particular  time  of  the 
celebration,  namely,  when  he  himself  receives  the  sacrament^  are 
given ;  and  that  at  the  time  when  it  appears  that  the  Respondent 
kneels,  namely,  during  the  prayer  of  consecration,  the  directions 
in  the  Rubric  are  precise  that  he  should  stand  and  not  kneel. 

The  learned  Judge  further  observes,  that  if  Mr.  Maekonoehie  has 
committed  any  error  in  this  respect,  it  is  one  which  should  not 
form  the  subject  of  a  criminal  prosecution,  but  belongs  to  the 
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category  of  cases  wlxicli  should  be  referred  to  the  Bishop.    This       J.  0. 
category  the  learned  Judge  had  previously  defined  to  be — "  Things       1868 
neither  ordered  nor  prohibited  expressly  or  by  implication,  but     maotin 
the  doing  or  use  of  which  must  be  goyemed  by  the  living  discretion  ^^    ^\ 
of  some  person  in  authority/'  — 

And  as  to  cases  in  this  category,  the  learned  Judge  considered 
that,  according  to  the  preface  to  the  Prayer  Book,  "  the  parties 
that  doubt  or  diversely  take  anything  should  always  resort  to  the  ' 

Bishop  of  the  Diocese  " 

Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  consider  minutely 
the  cases  to  which,  or  the  manner  in  which,  this  direction  in  the 
preface  to  the  Prayer  Book  is  applicable,  inasmuch  as,  in  their 
opinion,  the  charge  against  the  Bespondent,  with  which  they  are  now 
dealing,  involves  what  is  expressly  ordered  and  prohibited  by  the 
Bubric,  and  is,  therefore,  a  matter  in  which  the  Bishop  could  have 
no  jurisdiction  to  modify  or  dispense  with  the  rubrical  provisions. 

On  the  whole,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  charge 
against  the  Bespondent  of  kneeling  during  the  prayer  of  conse- 
cration has  been  sustained,  and  that  he  should  be  admonished,  not 
only  not  to  recur  to  the  elevation  of  the  Paten  and  the  Cup  as 
pleaded  in  the  third  Ai*ticle,  but  also  to  abstain  for  the  future  from 
kneeling  or  prostrating  himself  before  the  Consecrated  Elements 
during  the  [prayer  of  consecration,  as  in  the  same  Article  also 
pleaded. 

The  other  charge  involved  in  this  appeal  is  that  of  using  lighted 
Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during  the  celebration  of  the 
Holy  Communion,  when  such  Candles  are  ^not  wanted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  giving  light. 

This  charge  is  contained  in  the  fifth  and  sixth  Articles,  which 
are  as  follows: — "Fifth.  That  the  said  Alexander  Heriot  Machh 
nochie  has  in  his  said  Church,  and  within  two  years  last  past,  to 
wit,  on  Sunday  the  23rd  day  of  December,  on  Christmas  Day  last 
past,  on  Sunday,  the  30th  day  of  December,  all  in  the  year  of  our 
Lord,  1866,  and  on  Sunday,  the  13th  day  of  January,  in  the  year 
of  our  Lord  1867,  used  lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table 
during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  at  times  when 
such  lighted  Candles  were  not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving 
light,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned  such  use  of  lighted  Candles." 
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J.  0.  Sixth.  That  the  use  of  such  lighted  Candles  is  an  unlawful  addi- 

1868        tion  to  and  variation  from  the  form  and  order  prescribed  and 

^ij^^rof     appointed  hj  the  said  Statutes,  and  by  the  said  Book  of  Common 

Maceotochie.  ^^y®^>  ^^^  Administration  of  the  Sacraments,  and  other  rites  and 

ceremonies  of  the  Church,  and  is  contrary  to  the  said  Statutes,  and 

to  the  14th,  36th,  and  38th  of  the  said  Constitutions  and  Canons. 

The  responsive  plea  of  Mr.  Maekonochie,  on  this  head,  is  as 
follows : — **  Fifth.  Whereas,  it  is  pleaded  in  the  fifth  Article  that 
the  said  Alexander  Heriot  Maekonochie  has,  in  his  said  Church,  and 
within  two  years  last  past,  to  wit,  on  Sunday,  the  23rd  day  of 
December,  on  Christmas  Day  last  past,  and  on  Sunday,  the  30th 
day  of  December,  all  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1866;  and  on  Sun- 
day, the  13th  of  January,  in  the  year  of  our  Lord  1867,  used 
lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during  the  celebration  of 
the  Holy  Communion,  at  times  when  such  lighted  Candles  were  not 
wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light,  and  permitted  and  sanctioned 
such  use  of  lighted  Candles.  Now  the  same  is  in  part  untruly 
pleaded,  for  the  party  proponent  alleges  that  on  the  said  three 
Sundays  and  Christmas  Day,  in  the  said  fifth  Article  mentioned,  the 
said  lighted  Candles  were  not  placed  on  the  Communion  Table,  but 
upon  a  narrow  moveable  ledge  of  wood  resting  on  the  said  Table, 
and  that  the  said  Candles  were  so  placed  and  kept  lighted,  not 
during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion  only,  as  falsely 
suggested  in  the  said  fifth  Article,  but  also  during  the  whole  of 
the  reading  of  the  Communion  Service,  including  the  epistle  and 
gospel,  and  during  the  singing  after  the  reading  of  the  Nicene 
Creed,  and  during  the  delivery  of  the  sermon. 

"  Sixth.  That  he  denies  that  the  use  of  such  lighted  Candles  is 
an  unlawful  addition  to  and  variation  from  the  form  and  order 
prescribed  and  appointed  by  the  said  Statutes,  and  by  the  said 
Book  of  Common  Prayer  and  Administration  of  the  Sacraments, 
and  other  rights  and  ceremonies  of  the  Church,  and  is  contrary  to 
the  said  Statutes,  and  to  the  14th,  86th,  and  38th  of  the  said 
Constitutions  and  Canons,  as  in  the  said  sixth  Article  alleged." 

The  facts,  therefore,  on  this  part  of  the  case,  appear  to  be,  that 
the  Bespondent  uses  two  lighted  Candles  during,  with  reference  to, 
and  as  an  accompaniment  of,  the  Communion  Service,  and  not  for 
the  ordinary  purpose  of  giving  light,  and  that  these  Candles  are 
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placed  on  a  ledge  of  wood  which  is  placed  on  the  Communion        J.  c. 
Table.  1868 

The  Dean  of  the  Arches  seems  to  have  considered  that  all  the      mabtik 
practices  complained  of  before  him,  including  this  use  of  lighted  maokonochie 
Candles,  were  ceremonies.    The  Kespondent,  in  the  argument  of       — 
his  Counsel  at  the  Bar,  appeared  to  prefer  to  treat  the  question  as 
one  of  ornament^  and  Mr.  James  said  he  considered  the  lighted 
Candles  "  part  of  the  symbolical  decoration  of  the  Altar." 

If  it  were  necessary  to  decide  which  of  these  views  is  correct^ 
their  Lordships  would  feel  disposed  to  agree  with  the  Dean  of  the 
Arches,  that  however  Candles  and  Candlesticks  may  per  se  be  looked 
upon  as  a  part  of  the  furniture  or  ornaments  of  the  Church,  taking 
the  word  *'  Ornaments  "  in  the  larger  sense  assigned  to  it  by  this  Com- 
mittee in  Westerton  v.  lAddell  (1),  yet  the  lighting  of  the  Candles, 
and  the  consuming  them  by  burning  throughout,  and  with  refer- 
ence to  a  service  in  which  they  are  to  act  as  symbols  and  illustra- 
tions, is  itself  either  a  ceremony,  or  else  a  ceremonial  act  forming 
part  of  a  ceremony,  and  maldng  the  whole  ceremony  a  different 
one  from  what  it  would  have  been  had  the  lights  been  omitted. 

The  Council  of  Trent  (22nd  Session,  5th  chapter).  Be  Missse 
Ceremoniis  et  Bitibus,  says :  "  Ceremonias  item  adhibuit  vi  myslicaa 
henedietiones,  liwiina,  thymiamata,  vestes,  aliaque  midtaJ' 

Dr.  Donne  also,  in  his  Sermons  (p.  80,  Fol.  Ed.  1640),  writing  in 
support  of  the  use  of  these  lights,  calls  it  a  ceremony.  lie  says : 
**  It  is  in  this  ceremony  of  lights  as  it  is  in  other  ceremonies." 

There  is  a  clear  and  obvious  distinction  between  the  presence  in 
the  Church  of  things  inert  and  unused,  and  the  active  use  of  the 
same  things  as  a  part  of  the  administration  of  a  sacrament  or  of  a 
ceremony.  Incense,  water,  a  banner,  a  torch,  a  candle  and  candle- 
stick may  be  parts  of  the  furniture  or  ornaments  of  a  Church;  but 
the  censing  of  persons  and  things,  or,  as  was  said  by  the  Dean  of 
Arches,  the  bringing  in  incense  at  the  beginning  or  during  the 
celebration,  and  removing  it  at  the  close  of  the  celebration  of  the 
Eucharist,  the  symbolical  use  of  water  in  Baptism,  or  its  ceremonial 
mixing  with  the  sacramental  wine ;  the  waving  or  carrying  the 
banner ;  the  lighting,  cremation,  and  symbolical  use  of  the  torch 
or  candle :  these  acts  give  a  life  and  meaning  to  what  is  otherwise 

(l)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  at  p.  156. 
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J.  0.       inexpressive,  and  the  act  must  be  justified,  if  at  all,  as  part  of  a 

1868        ceremonial  law. 
jUiAffrns         I^  ^^^  ^^^  ^f  lighted  Candles  in  the  manner  complained  of  be  a 
Mackomochii  ce^'^'^o^y  ^^  ceremonial  act,  it  might  be  suflScient  to  say  that  it  is 

not — nor  is  any  ceremony  in  which  it  forms  a  part — ^among  those 

retained  in  the  Prayer  Book,  and  it  must  therefore  be  included 
among  those  that  are  abolished ;  for  the  Prayer  Book,  in  the  Pre- 
face, divides  all  ceremonies  into  tliese  two  classes :  those  which  are 
retained  are  specified,  whereas  none  are  abolished  specifically  or  by 
name;  but  it  is  assumed  that  all  are  abolished  which  are  not 
expressly  retained. 

Passing  however  from  this,  the  use  of  lighted  Candles,  if  a  cere- 
monial act  or  part  of  a  ceremony,  would  be  prohibited  by  Queen 
Elizahdh's  Ad  of  Uniformity ^  1  Eliz.  c.  2,  s.  4,  which  is  now  applicable 
to  the  present  Prayer  Book,  and  which  makes  it  penal  to  use  any 
other  right,  ceremony,  order,  form,  or  manner  of  celebrating  the 
Lord's  Supper  •  .  •  than  is  mentioned  and  set  forth  in  the  said 
Book:  and  any  prior  authority  for  the  practice,  irom  usage  or 
otherwise,  would  be  avoided  by  sect  27,  which  enacte  that  '^all 
Laws,  Statutes,  and  Ordinances,  whereby  any  other  service,  ad- 
ministration of  sacraments,  or  Common  Prayer,  is  limited,  esta- 
blished, or  set  forth  to  be  used  within  this  realm,  shall  irom  hence- 
forth be  utterly  void  and  of  none  effect." 

As  to  the  argument  that  the  use  complained  of  is  at  most  only 
part  of  a  ceremony,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion  that  when  a  part 
of  a  ceremony  is  changed,  the  integrity  of  the  ceremony  is  broken, 
and  it  ceases  to  be  the  same  ceremony. 

The  learned  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court  was  of  opinion,  that 
these  lights  were  ordered  by  injunctions  having  statutable  autho- 
rity, which  injunctions  had  not  been  directly  repealed ;  that  they 
were  primitive  and  Catholic  in  their  origin,  Evangelical  in  their 
proper  symbolism,  purged  from  all  superstition  and  novelty  by  the 
very  terms  of  the  injunction  which  ordered  their  retention  in  the 
Church,  and  that,  therefore,  it  was  lawful  to  place  them  on  the 
Holy  Table  during  the  time  of  the  Holy  Communion  ''  for  the 
signification  that  Christ  is  the  very  true  light  of  the  world." 

The  authorities  cited  shew  beyond  all  doubt  the  very  ancient 
and  general  use  in  the  Church  of  these  symbolical  lights ;  and  the 
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injunction  to  wbich  the  learned  Judge  refers,  is  the  third  of  those       J.  0. 
issued,  A-D.  1547,  in  the  first  year  of  the  reign  of  King  Edward  YI.       1868 
By  this  it  was  ordered  that  images  should  be  taken  down  and     mabtin 
destroyed,  and  that  spiritual  persons  should  suffer  no  torches  or  mackoxocujk 

candles  to  be  set  afore  any  image  or  picture,  but  only  two  lights        

upon  the  High  Altar,  before  the  Sacrament^  which,  for  the  signifi- 
cation that  Christ  is  the  very  true  light  of  the  world,  they  should 
sufier  to  remain. 

It  would  deserve  consideration  how  far  under  any  circumstances 
this  injunction  could  now  be  held  operative,  having  regard  to  the 
words  "  upon  the  High  Altar,  before  the  Sacrament,"  and  to  the 
distinction  pointed  out  by  this  Committee  in  Westerton  v.  LiddeU  (1), 
and  Parker  v.  Leach  (2),  between  the  Sacrificial  Altar  and  the  Com- 
munion Table.  But  without  dwelling  on  this,  and  without  stopping 
at  this  place  to  inquire  into  the  nature  of  the  authority  under 
which  the  Injunctions  of  1547  were  issued,  their  Lordships  are 
clearly  of  opinion  that  the  injunction  in  question,  so  far  as  it  could 
be  taken  to  authorize  the  use  of  lights  as  a  ceremony  or  ceremonial 
act,  was  abrogated  or  repealed  by  the  Act,  1  EHz.  c.  2,  particularly 
by  sect.  27  already  mentioned,  and  by  the  present  Prayer  Book 
and  Act  of  Uniformity,  and  that  the  use  of  lighted  Candles,  viewed 
as  a  ceremony  or  ceremonial  act,  can  derive  no  warrant  from  that 
injunction. 

Eeference  was  made  in  the  argument  for  the  Bespondent  to  a 
Constitution  of  the  Council  of  Oxford,  under  Walter,  Archbishop  of 
Canterlntry,  a.d.  1322.  That  Constitution  is  in  these  words : — 
"  Tempore  quo  missarum  solemnia  peraguniur,  aceendentur  dusecaU' 
debs,  veil  ad  minus  una;^^  and  is  apparently  a  repetition  of  the 
earlier  Constitution  of  a,d.  1222  {Wilkim,  Concilia,  vol  i.  p.  595)  : 
"  Tempore  quo  missarum  solemnia  peraguntu/r,  aceendentur  dv>m  cau" 
dehe,  vel  ad  minus  una  cum  lampade'^  As  to  these  Constitutions 
it  is  sufficient  to  say  that,  in  their  Lordships'  opinion,  they  must 
be  taken,  if  of  force  at  the  time  of  passing  of  any  of  the  Acts  of 
Uniformity,  to  have  been  repealed  by  those  Acts. 

It  remains  to  be  considered  whether  the  use  of  these  two  lighted 
Candles  can  be  justified  as  a  question  of  "  Ornaments  "  according  to 
the  definition  of  that  term  already  referred  to.    It  was  in  this 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  pp.  176, 184.        (2)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases  (N.S.)  199. 
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J.  a       sense  that  the  argument  for  the  Bespondent  appeared  to  prefer 

1868        to  regard  them;  and  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Arches  C!onrt 

l^^BTDr     ^^9  althooghy  at  the  earlier  part  of  his  judgment,  he  had  stated 

^      ^'         that  the  matters  complained  of  before  him  must  be  considered  as 

— —        **  ceremonies,"  appears  ultimately  to  have  applied  to  the  use  of  the 

lighted  Candles  the  law  or  rubric  as  to  Ornaments. 

The  Bubric  or  note  as  to  Ornaments,  in  the  commencement  of 
the  Prayer  Book,  is  in  these  words : — 

**  And  here  it  is  to  be  noted  that  such  Ornaments  of  the  Church, 
and  of  the  Ministers  thereof,  at  all  times  of  their  ministration,  shall 
be  retained  and  be  in  use  as  were  in  this  Church  of  England^  by 
the  authority  of  Parliament,  in  the  second  year  of  the  reign  of 
King  EdvKird  the  Vlth." 

The  construction  of  this  Bubric  was  very  fully  considered  by  this 
Committee  in  the  case  of  Westerton  v.  lAddeU,  already  referred  to; 
and  the  propositions  which  their  Lordships  understand  to  have 
been  established  by  the  judgment  in  that  case  may  thus  be 
stated : — 

First,  the  words  "authority  of  Parliament"  in  the  Bubric  refer 
to  and  mean  the  Act  of  Parliament  2  &  3  Edw.  6,  &  1,  giving 
Parliamentary  effect  to  the  first  Prayer  Book  of  Edward  VI.,  and 
do  not  refer  to  or  mean  Canons  or  Boyal  Injunctions,  having  the 
authority  of  Parliament,  made  at  an  earlier  period  (1). 

Second,  the  term  "  Ornaments "  in  the  Bubric  means  those 
articles,  the  use  of  which,  in  the  services  and  ministrations  of  the 
Church,  is  prescribed  by  that  Prayer  Book  (2). 

Third,  the  term  "  Ornaments  "  is  confined  to  these  articles  (3). 

Fourth,  though  there  may  be  articles  not  expressly  mentioned 
in  the  Bubric,  the  use  of  which  would  not  be  restrained,  they  must 
be  articles  which  are  consistent  with,  and  subsidiary  to,  the  services : 
as  an  organ  for  the  singing,  a  credence  Table  from  which  to  take  the 
sacramental  bread  and  wine,  cushions,  hassocks,  &c.  (4). 

In  these  conclusions,  and  in  this  construction  of  the  Bubric, 
their  Lordships  entirely  concur,  and  they  go  far,  in  their  Lord- 
ships' opinion,  to  decide  this  part  of  the  case, 

(1)  Moore's  Special  Kep.  p.  160.  (3)  Moore's  Special  Rep.  p,  156. 

(2)  Ibid.  p.  156.  (4)  Ibid.  p.  187. 
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The  lighted  Candles  are  clearly  not  "  Ornaments  "  within  the        J.  C. 
words  of  the  Bubricy  for  they  are  not  prescribed  by  the  aaihority       1868 
of  Parliament  therein  mentioned,  namely^  the  First  Prayer  Book ;      mabtix 
nor  is  the  Injunction  of  1547  the  authority  of  Parliament  within  jj^c^oKooinr 
the  meaning  of  the  Kubric.    They  are  not  subsidiary  to  the  ser-       —— 
vice,  for  they  do  not  aid  or  facilitate — much  less  are  they  neces* 
sary  to — the  service ;  nor  can  a  separate  and  independent  Ornament, 
previously  in  use,  be  said  to  be  consistent  with  a  Bubric  which  is 
sUent  as  to  it,  and  which  by  necessary  implication  abolishes  what 
it  does  not  retain. 

It  was  strongly  pressed  by  the  Bespondent's  Counsel  that  the  use 
of  lighted  Candles  up  to  the  time  of  the  issue  of  the  first  Prayer 
Book  was  clearly  legal ;  that  the  lighted  Candles  were  in  use  in 
the  Church  in  the  second  year  of  Edward  VI. ;  and  that  there  was 
nothing  in  the  Prayer  Book  of  that  year  making  it  unlawful  to 
continue  them.  All  this  may  be  conceded,  but  it  is  in  reality 
beside  the  question.  The  Bubric  of  our  Prayer  Book  might  have 
said :  Those  Ornaments  shall  be  retained  which  were  lawful,  or 
which  were  in  use  in  the  second  year  of  Edward  VI.,  and  the 
argument  as  to  actual  use  at  the  time,  and  as  to  the  weight  of  the 
Injunction  of  1547,  might  in  that  case  have  been  material.  But 
the  Bubric,  speaking  in  1661,  more  than  a  hundred  years  subse- 
quently, has,  for  reasons  which  it  is  not  the  province  of  a  Judicial 
Tribunal  to  criticize,  defined  the  class  of  Ornaments  to  be  retained 
by  a  reference,  not  to  what  was  in  use  de  facto^  or  to  what  was 
lawful  in  1549,  but  to  what  was  in  the  Church  by  authority  of 
Parliament  in  that  year;  and  in  the  Parliamentary  authority 
which  this  Committee  has  held,  and  which  their  Lordships  hold, 
to  be  indicated  by  these  words,  the  Ornaments  in  question  are  not 
found  to  be  included. 

Their  Lordships  have  not  Referred  to  the  usage  as  to  lights 
during  the  last  three  hundred  years ;  but  they  are  of  opinion  that 
the  very  general  disuse  of  lights  after  the  Beformation  (whatever 
exceptional  cases  to  the  contrary  might  be  produced),  contrasted 
with  their  normal  and  prescribed  use  previously,  affords  a  very 
strong  contemporaneous  and  continuous  exposition  of  the  law  upon 
the  subject. 

Their  Lordships  will,  therefore,  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that 
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J.  C.       the  charge  as  to  lights  also  has  been  sustained^  and  that  the  Be- 

1868        spondent  should  be  admonished  for  the  futare  to  abstain  from  the 

Mabtin     ^^6  of  them,  as  pleaded  in  these  Articles. 

MACKCMfocHo.     '^^  ^^^  charges  against  the  Respondent  haying  been  thus  esta- 

— ^-       blished,  their  Lordships  see  no  reason  why  the  usual  consequence 

as  to  costs  should  not  follow ;  and  they  will  advise  Her  Majesty 

that  the  Respondent  should  pay  to  the  Appellant  the  costs  in  the 

Court  below,  and  of  this  appeal. 

By  an  Order  of  Her  Majesty  in  Council  made  thereon  it  was 
ordered  "  that  the  decree  of  the  Court  below  ought  to  be  amended 
to  the  extent  hereinafter  mentioned,  the  principal  cause  retained, 
and  therein  that,  in  addition  to  the  matters  in  which  the  said 
Alexander  Heriot  Maokonoahie  was  in  the  decree  appealed  from 
pronounced  to  have  offended,  and  from  which  he  was  thereby 
monished  to  abstain  for  the  future,  he,  the  said  Alexander  Seriot 
Maekonochie,  ought  to  be  pronounced  to  have  offended  against  the 
Statutes,  Laws,  Constitutions,  and  Canons  of  the  Church  of  Engn 
land  by  having,  within  the  said  Church  of  the  new  parish  of  St. 
Alban*8,  Holbom,  knelt  or  prostrated  himself  before  the  conse- 
crated Elements  during  the  prayer  of  consecration,  and  also  by 
having  within  the  said  Church  used  lighted  Candles  on  the  Com- 
munion Table  during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Communion,  at 
times  when  such  lighted  Candles  were  not  wanted  for  the  purpose 
of  giving  light ;  and  that  the  said  Alexander  Heriot  Ma^ikcnoehie 
ought  to  be  admonished  to  abstain  for  the  future  from  kneeling  or 
prostrating  himself  before  the  consecrated  Elements  during  the 
prayer  of  consecration,  and  also  from  using  in  the  said  Church 
lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table  during  the  celebration 
of  the  Holy  Communion  at  times  when  such  lighted  Candles  are 
not  wanted  for  the  purpose  of  givijig  light ;  and,  further,  that  he, 
the  said  AleoDander  Heriot  Maekonochie,  ought  to  be  condemned  in 
the  costs  incurred  on  behalf  of  the  said  John  Martin  as  well  in  the 
Court  below  as  in  the  appeal." 


Proctors  for  the  Appellant :  Moore  &  Currey, 
Proctor  for  the  Respondent :  G.  H.  Brooke. 
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ALEXANDER  RODGER,  CHARLES  OAHNIE, )  .  J.  c .♦ 

AND  RICHARD  JAMES  OILMAN  .    .    .    J     ^^^^^^^T®'       ,gc9 


Respondents. 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  HONG  KONG. 

Vendur  and  Furcha9er — Stoppage  in  framUu-^BiUi  of  lading — Insdvmcy  of 
YendeeH — Eieed  of  Assignment — Construclion — Ambiguity — Double  intend^ 
ment — Transfer  of  goods  ly  indorsement — Consideration — Antecedent  debt. 

The  forbearance  or  release  of  an  antecedent  claim  is  not  a  good  considera- 
tion for  an  indorsement  of  a  Bill  of  lading,  so  as  to  defeat  an  impaid  Vendor's 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu. 

L.  &  S.f  carrying  on  business  in  London  and  Hong  Kong,  bought  goods  of 
Z.  and  others,  Merchants  at  MancJiesteTf  to  be  shipped  to  their  firm  at 
Ifong  Song.  The  goods  were  on  a  ten  months*  credit,  and  it  was  agreed  that 
remittances  of  proceeds  of  the  sales  should  be  made  from  Ilong  Kong  to  meet 
the  acceptances  of  L.  &  8.  given  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  on  receipt  of  the 
Bills  of  lading.  L,  A  8,  contracted  for  the  carriage,  and  shipped  the  goods  in 
a  Vessel  they  engaged,  and  the  Bills  of  lading  deliverable  to  their  Firm  in 
Hong  Kong,  or  their  assign?,  were  signed  by  the  Master  and  handed  over  to 
Z.  <fc  5.,  who  accepted  the  draft  of  the  Vendors  for  the  amount  of  the  pur- 
chase. Before  the  goods  or  Bills  of  lading  reached  Bong  Kong^  L.  8.  &  Co., 
being  insolvent,  and  pressed  by  two  Banking  Finns  at  Hong  Kong,  to  whom 
they  were  largely  indebted,  in  consideration  of  their  debt  to  the  Bank  assigned 
to  them  the  ''  whole  of  their  property,  premises,  and  chattel s^  specified  in  a 
schedule  thereto,  with  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  or  demand  of 
X.  8,  &  Co.,  arising  thereout  or  therefrom."  The  schedule,  inter  alia,  enume- 
rated **  All  goods  and  Bills  of  lading,  or  other  documents,  for  all  goods  now 
on  the  way  hither."  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  the  Bills  of  lading 
were  indorsed  and  handed  over  to  the  Banking  Firms,  to  whom  the  insolvent 
circumstances  of  L.  8,  &  Co.  at  that  time  were  well  known : — 

Beld:  First,  that  pre-existing  debt  was  not  a  valuable  consideration  for 
the  assignment,  so  as  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  unpaid  Vendors  to  stop  the 
goods  in  transitu,  and 

Second,  that  the  transUus  had  not  ended  before  the  arrival  of  the  goods  at 
Eong  Kong,  as  the  transUus  continued  while  the  goods  were  in  charge  of  a 
third  party,  contracted  with  as  Carrier  for  the  pnrpose  of  forwarding  them. 

Where  words  in  an  assignment,  or  deed,  are  capable  of  two  constructions. 


AND  FcJ.  4, 6. 

THE  COMPTOIR  D'ESCOMPTE  DE  PARIS,  ^ 
AND  THE  CHARTERED  BANK  OF  INDIA, 
AUSTRALIA,  and  CHINA     ..... 


*  Present  i—ljCfKD   Chbt^ibford,  Sib  James  William  Golvile,  and  Sib 
Joseph  Napieb. 
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they  are  to  be  oonstraed  strongly  against  the  party  who  uses  them  to  work  a 
wrong. 

An  Assignee  of  any  security  stands  in  the  same  position  as  the  Assignor  as 
to  the  equities  arising  upon  it.  The  case  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange  is  exceptional, 
and  is  to  be  dealt  with  on  special  grounds. 


u'BsTOMPTB    J^  gjg  ^jjg  Qj^  action  of  Trover  brought  by  the  Eespondente,  two 

Banking  Firms  at  Eonff  Kong^  against  the  Appellants,  the  Owners 

of  a  Vessel  called  the  "MinJ*  The  ground  of  the  action  was,  that 
the  Appellants  had  refused  to  deliver  to  the  Bespondents  three 
parcels  of  goods  purchased  bv  a  Firm  carrying  on  business  in 
London  under  the  style  of  '^  LyaU  &  StiU,''  and  at  Hong  Kong 
under  the  style  of  "  LyaUy  StiU,  &  Co."  of  three  Manchester  Firms ; 
one  parcel  of  Messrs.  Liebert  dk  Co.y  another  parcel  of  Samuel 
Mendelf  and  the  third  parcel  of  Messrs.  Calvert  &  Co,  The  goods 
had  been  shipped  by  the  order  and  direction  of  LyaE  &  StUl  in 
London^  on  board  the  Min,  a  vessel  they  engaged  for  Song  Kangy 
deliverable,  according  to  the  Bill  of  lading,  to  Lyally  Stitt,  &  Co,,  or 
their  assigns,  at  Hong  Kong,  The  Bespondents  were  indorsees  and 
holders  of  the  Bills  of  lading. 

The  Appellants  pleaded,  first,  a  denial  of  the  conversion  of  the 
goods ;  and  secondly,  a  denial  that  the  goods  were  the  Bespondents ; 
on  which  pleas  issue  was  joined. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Justice,  the  Hon.  John 
Smale,  and  a  special  jury. 

It  appeared  on  the  Chief  Justice's  notes  of  the  evidence,  that 
the  goods  in  question  were  purchased  from  Merchants  at  Man- 
chester in  the  autumn  of  1866  by  George  Lyall  and  CJiarles 
Frederick  StiUy  of  London^  for  their  firm  at  Hong  Kong,  which 
traded  there  under  the  style  of  LydR,  StiU,  dk  Co,  Mr.  Oeorge 
Frederick  Madea/n  was  the  resident  partner  and  Manager  at  Hong 
Kong. 

One  parcel  of  these  goods  was  purchased  from  B.  LiAert  dk  Co., 
on  a  ten  months'  credit,  which  was  the  usual  course  in  such  trans- 
actions as  between  Mamhester  and  Hong  Kong  Merchants. 

It  was  part  of  the  Contract  that  remittances  of  proceeds  of  sales 
should  be  made  from  Hong  Kong,  to  meet  the  acceptances  of 
George  LyaU  and  Charles  Frederick  StiU,  given  for  the  price  of  the 
goods,  on  receipt  of  the  Bills  of  lading. 
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The  second  parcel  was  purchased  trom  Samtiel  Mendel  on  a  nine  j.  c. 
months'  credit,  with  a  stipulation  of  a  similar  character  as  to  i869 
remittances.  ^^ 

The  third  parcel  was  purchased  from  Calvert  <6  Gb.  on  a  six       Jl^ 
months'  credit,  without  any  special  stipulation.  Coxftoir 

The  object  of  the  long  credit  was  to  give  ample  time  for  realizing    de  Pabis. 
proceeds,  so  as  to  make  remittances  according  to  agreement. 

When  the  time  arrived  for  forwarding  the  goods  from  Manchesiery 
LyaU  dt  Stilly  of  London^  employed  Kittiek,  Martin^  dt  Co.,  as  Ship* 
ping  Agents  there,  to  secure  tonnage  in  the  Min,  which  was  then 
in  the  berth  for  Honff  Kong.  When  this  was  secured,  LyaU  & 
81%U  directed  the  Yendors  at  Manchester  to  forward  the  goods  to 
KHUcky  Martin^  &  Cb.,  for  shipment  in  the  Min,  and  they  also 
directed  KiOiehy  Martin^  &  Go.  to  receive  the  goods  so  to  be  for* 
warded  to  them  simply  for  the  purpose  of  the  shipment.  In 
accordance  with  these  instructions  the  goods  were  packed  and 
marked  at  Manehester  ready  for  shipment,  and  were  sent  up  to 
KUlichy  Martin^  d:  Co^  with  whom  LyaU  &  Still  hai  contracted  for 
the  carriage  from  Manchester  to  Hong  Kong.  All  the  charges 
were  included  in  one  through  freight. 

.  The  goods  were  shipped  on  board  the  Min ;  Bills  of  lading  for 
them,  deliverable  to  LyaUy  Stilly  &  Co.y  or  their  assigns,  were  signed 
by  the  Master,  and  were  handed  over  to  LyaU  &  StiUy  who  accepted 
the  draft  of  the  Yendors  for  the  price  in  each  case. 

Before  this  transaction  the  Firm  at  Song  Kong  was  in  a  failing 
condition ;  their  deficit  was  about  four  lacs  of  dollars,  and  in 
November,  1864,  their  condition  had  not  improved.  At  the  end  of 
November  and  beginning  of  December,  Ma4!ilea/n  had  BUI  transac- 
tions with  the  Bespondents  (two  Banking  Firms  at  Hong  Kong\ 
by  which  he  got  large  advances  on  the  undertaking  to  furnish  ship- 
ping documents  for  silk  cargoes,  to  be  ready  for  the  mail  of  the 
15th  of  December  from  Eong  Kong. 

On  the  13th  of  December  the  transactions  of  the  Firm  were  at  a 
stand ;  they  had  ceased  to  make  purchases  or  shipments  of  tea  or 
silk  as  theretofore;  they  were  under  the  necessity  of  returning 
Bills  of  their  correspondents,  and  had  refused  payment  of  their 
acceptances  to  the  amount  of  1 150,000.  This  was  well  known  at  the 
time  in  Hong  Kong. 
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J.  0.  On  the  14th  of  December,  Mr.  Kaiser,  the  Manager  of  one  of 

1869        the  two  Banks,  addressed  a  Letter  to  LyaU,  SOU,  &  Co.,  requiring 
{(^^,1      them  to  furnish,  in  the  course  of  the  day,  the  shipping  documents 
-^        according  to  their  undertaking;    to  which  Maclean  replied  that 
CoMPToiR    they  were  unfortunately  unable  to  comply  with  this  request. 
Di  Pabis.        On  the  17th,  Kaiser  wrote  another  Letter,  insisting  on  getting 
"""       the  documents,  or  a  return  of  the  advance  made  on  the  faith  of  the 
undertaking  to  furnish  them,  and  he  concluded  his  Letter  in  these 
words : — **  I  must  ask  your  immediate  attention  to  this  matter, 
and  beg  to  warn  you  that  my  now  offering  to  receive  back  the 
money  obtained  by  you  must  not  be  looked  upon  as  in  any  way 
binding  me  to  treat  the  matter  as  one  of  debt,  as  I  shall  hold  my- 
self perfectly  at  liberty  to  deal  with  the  matter  as  one  of  a  much 
more  serious  character  than  a  mere  debt,  if  it  be  not  at  once  satis* 
factorily  arranged. 

Mr.  Kaye,  the  Manager  of  the  other  Bank,  had  had  a  conyer- 
sation  with  Mr.  Madean  in  reference  to  the  refusal  of  LyaU,  StUly 
&  Go.  to  pay  their  acceptances.  He  also  became  impatient  and 
urgent  for  an  arrangement,  on  account  of  the  advance  made  by 
liis  Bank.  The  two  Banks  then  combined,  and  Maclean  was 
pressed,  as  he  could  not  give  them  the  documents  he  promisedi  to 
give  them  all  he  had. 

He  was  asked,  what  can  you  give  us  ?  He  made  out  a  memo- 
randum, which  he  handed  to  Mr.  PoUard,  the  Counsel  for  the 
Banks,  in  order  that  he  might  prepare  a  formal  assignment.  This 
was  prepared,  and  was  executed,  on  the  22nd  of  December,  1866, 
by  Maclean  in  the  name  of  the  Firm,  which  was  at  that  time  insol- 
vent, with  liabilities  uncovered  to  the  amount  of  eight  lacs  of 
dollars. 

The  assignment  stated  the  consideration  of  it  to  be,  first,  a  debt 
of  |85,714.  28c  owing  by  Lyall,  8tiU,  dt  Co.  to  one  of  the  Banks, 
and  of  |50,000  to  the  other ;  next,  the  agreement  to  furnish  Bills 
and  shipping  documents,  upon  the  faith  of  which  the  advances  were 
made,  which  constituted  the  debts  to  the  Banks  and  the  release  of 
all  claim  upon  the  part  of  the  Banks  in  respect  of  that  agreement. 
It  then  proceeded  to  make  over  to  the  Banks  '^  the  whole  of  the 
property,  premises,  and  chattels  specified  in  the  scliedule  at  the 
loot,  with  all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  or  demand  of 
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LyaUy  Still,  &  Co.  therein  or  thereto,  or  arising  thereout  or  there-       J.  0. 
from."    It  further  provided  for  doing  all  acts  that  might  be  re-        1869 
quired  to  give  full  and  formal  effect  for  securing  and  perfecting      r^^ 
tlie  assignment.  J^ 

In  the  schedule,  the  first  item  was  a  share  in  the  Song  Kong     Couptoik 
Club.    There  were  other  items  of  shares  in  various  Insurance  Com-    de  Paiit«. 
panics,  an  equity  of  redemption,  and  two  items  in  these  words : —        """ 
^' AH  goods  and  Bills  of  lading  or  other  documents  for  all  goods 
now  on  the  way  hither  to  arrive  in  December,  1866,  or  January, 
1867."     '^  All  goods  or  documents  for  goods  alluded  to  in  a  tele- 
gram dated  the  9th  of  November,  1866,  from  London  partners  to 
Hong  Kong  firm,  received  by  Steamer  Clan  Alpine^  via  CaJcuUa,  in 
the  words, '  are  shipping  more  goods ;  shirtings  thirteen  six,  ship- 
ment remitted ;'  and  all  goods  or  documents  for  goods  purchased 
and  shipped,  and  now  on  the  way  hither." 

The  documents  arrived  on  the  27th  of  December,  1866,  and  the 
1st  of  January,  1867,  including  the  Bills  of  lading  for  the  goods 
shipped  in  the  Mvn.  These  were  indorsed,  and  handed  over  by 
Maclean  (together  with  the  policies  on  the  goods)  to  Mr.  Kaiser^ 
in  performance  of  the  agreement  contained  in  the  assignment. 

After  the  arrival  of  the  Min  at  Hong  Kong  a  demand  was  made^ 
on  the  part  of  the  unpaid  Vendors,  by  persons  authorized  on  theic 
behalf,  to  claim  possession  of  the  goods,  and  this  demand  was 
acceded  to  on  behalf  of  the  Owners  of  the  Min.    Subsequently  the  - 
Bespondents,  as  transferees  and  holders  of  the  Bills  of  lad^^g, . 
made  a  like  demand,  which  was  refused,  and  the  present  action 
was  then  brought. 

The  jury  found  a  yerdict  for  the  Bespondents,  with  |11,123. 50c. . 
damages  as  to  LieberPa  goods ;  as  to  MendeTa  goods,  $35,187.  50c. ; 
and  as  to  Calverfs  goods,  |9,500,  and  interest  thereon. 

The  Appellants  moved  to  set  aside  the  verdict,  and,  instead 
thereof,  that  a  nonsuit  should  be  entered,  or  a  new  trial  had,  on 
the  following  grounds :  first,  that  there  was  no  valuable  considera- 
tion for  the  transfer  of  the  three  Bills  of  lading,  so  as  to  defeat  the 
right  of  stoppage  in  transitu ;  second,  that  LyaU,  StUl,  dt  Co.,  in 
Hong  Kong,  were  entrusted  with  LiAert's  and  MendeFa  Bills  of 
lading  as  Agents  within  the  meaning  of  the  Factors  Acts,  and  that 
the  Bills  of  lading  were  transferred  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt,. 
Vol.  n.  3  2  L 
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J.  c.  and  the  transfer  was,  therefore,  inyalid  under  the  Factors  Acts; 

1869  thirds  that  the  Bills  of  lading  (if  not  intrusted  to  LyaJl,  StiU,  & 

P^^  Co,  in  Hong  Kong  as  Agents  within  the  meaning  of  the  Factors 

J^  Ads)  did  not  come  to  their  hands  as  absolute  Owners,  but  subject 

CoMFToiB  to  certain  trusts  for  sale,  and  for  the  specific  appropriation  of  the 

d'Esoomftb 

DB  Pabib.  proceeds  thereof,  and  that  thej  had  no  power  to  transfer  the  same 
to  the  Plaintifis  as  a  security  for  an  antecedent  debt ;  fourth,  for 
misdirection  by  the  Judge  on  the  above  three  points;  fifth,  for 
misdirection  as  to  constructive  or  implied  notice,  arising  from 
knowledge  of  the  course  of  trade,  and  in  directing  the  jury  that 
the  Bills  of  lading  alone  could  be  looked  to  for  the  purpose  of 
affecting  third  parties  with  notice  of  private  arrangements  incident 
to  a  sale ;  sixth  and  seventh,  improper  reception  of  evidence  of 
two  witnesses,  named  Battomley  and  Buncanson  ;  and,  lastly,  that 
the  verdict  was  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

On  the  29th  of  June,  1867,  the  Court  refused  the  motion  with 
costs  (1).    Hence  this  appeal. 

Sir  jB.  Palmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Manidy,  Q,C.  (Mr.  Baylis,  with 
them),  for  the  Appellants : — 

There  was  no  valuable  consideration  for  the  transfer  of  the  three 
Bills  of  lading,  so  as  to  defeat  the  right  of  stoppage  in  iransUu  by 
the  unpaid  Vendors.  HaiUe  v.  Smith  (2)  is  an  analogous  case  to  the 
present.  There  A,,  of  Liverpool,  wishing  to  drawn  upon  a  Banking 
House  of  B,,  in  London,  to  a  large  amount,  agreed,  among  other 
securities  given,  to  consign  goods  to  a  mercantile  House  consisting 
of  the  same  partners  as  the  Banking  House,  though  under  the  Firm 
of  B.  &  C, ;  accordingly,  he  remitted  the  invoice  of  a  cargo  and 
the  Bill  of  lading  indorsed  in  blank  to  B.  &  0.,  but  the  cargo 
was  prevented  from  leaving  Liverpool  by  an  embargo ;  A.  then 
became  Bankrupt,  being  considerably  indebted  to  £.,  and  the  cargo 
was  delivered  to  his  Assignees  by  the  Captain ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
jB.  dt  0,  could  maintain  trover  for  it  against  the  Captain.  Mason 
V.  Liekbarrow  (3)  is  the  leading  case  on  the  doctrine  of  stoppage  in 
transitu.  It  was  there  held  by  Lord  Loughborough  (4),  who  referred 

(1)  No  reasons  for   the   judgment  agreed  upon  by  both  sides  as  correct^ 

aocompanied   the   Judge's  notes,  nor  and  referred  to  in  the  argument, 

were  their  Lordships  furnished  with  any  (2)  1  B.  &  P.  563. 

copy  of  the  judgment;  but  a  report  (3)  1  H.  BL  363;  S.O.  2  T.  B.  6a 

of  the  case  in  a  Colonial  newspaper  was  (4)  1  H,  Bl.  358. 
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to  Cooper  t.  Andretos  (1),  and  the  Year  Book  there  cited,  that  the   ^    J.  0. 
title  of  a  Vendor  is  never  entirely  divested  till  the  goods  have       ise9 
come  into  the  possession  of  the  Vendee,  and  that  the  Vendor  has     b^^^ 
a  complete  right,  for  jnst  causes,  to  retract  the  intended  delivery,        r^ 
and  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu :  Vertue  v.  JetoeU  (2) ;  Cvming    O^mptoib 
V.  Brown  (3)  ;  Qwmey  v.  Behrend  (4).     In  equity,  a  transfer  of    di  Pamb. 
goods  for  valuable  consideration  by  a  Consignee  for  a  limited  pur-       ' 
pose  does  not  destroy  the  Consignor's  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu, 
vUra  the  particular  lien  of  the  transferee :  SpaJding  v.  Buding  (5). 
LyaUy  Stilly  A  Oo,,  in  Hong  Eong^  were  entrusted  with  LieberCs 
and  MendeVa  Bills  of  lading  as  Agents  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Factors  Acts,  6  Geo.  4,  o.  94,  and  5  &  6  Vict  c.  39,  ss.  1, 3 :  Oobind 
Chunder  8ein  v.  Byan  (6) ;  and  as  the  Bills  of  lading  were  trans- 
ferred to  secure  an  antecedent  debt,  the  transfer  was  invalid  under 
those  Acts :  Maenee  v.  Gorri  (7).    A  party  receiving  East  India 
warrants  from  a  Factor,  in  pledge  for  moneys  advanced,  cannot 
retain  them  against  the  true  owner,  if,  from  circumstances,  he 
must,  as  a  reasonable  man,  know  them  not  to  belong  to  the  Factor, 
although  no  direct  communication  of  that  fact  was  made  to  him : 
EfHins  V.  Trueman  (8).    If  the  Bills  of  lading  were  not  entrusted 
to  LydU,  8tiU,  dt  Co.,  in  Hong  Kong,  as  agents  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Factors  Acts,  they  did  not  come  to  their  hands  as 
absolute  owners,  but  subject  to  certain  trusts  for  sales,  and  for  the 
specific  appropriation  of  the  proceeds  thereofl    In  JSx  parte  Cope- 
land  (9)  Bills  for  the  amount  of  goods  were  given  to  be  renewed 
till  the  return  of  the  proceeds  were  received ;  and  it  was  held,  that 
the  proceeds  were  clothed  with  a  trust  for  payment  of  the  Bills. 
jEfe  parte  Presoott  (10)  is  to  the  same  effect.    Lyall,  8tiU,  dt  Co.  had 
no  power  to  transfer  the  same  to  the  Bespondents  as  security  for 
an  antecedent  debt.    MoMglea  v.  Dixon  (11)  is  in  point.    In  that 
case  the  House  of  Lords  determined  that  an  assignee  of  a  chose  in 
action,  or  security  of  any  kind,  where  there  has  been  no  fraud, 
stands  in  exactly  the  same  situation  as  to  the  equities  upon  it, 
and  he  must  be  taken  to  be  cognizant  of  them,  and  it  is  his  duty 

(1)  1  Hob.  41.  (6)  16  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  230. 

(2)  4  Gamp.  81.  (7)  Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  816. 

(3)  9  East,  514.  (8)  2B.&A.886;  S.C.1M.&R10. 

(4)  3  E.  &  B.  622.  (9)  8  Dea.  &  Gh.  199. 

(5)  6  Beav.  876.  (10)  Ibid.  218. 

'  (11)  3  H.  L.  0.  702. 

3  2  L  2 
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J.  0.        to  make  inquiries,  and  if  a  loss  arises  it  falls  upon  him  whose 
1869        duty  it  is  to  make  inquiries. 
BoDGKK  The  learned  Judge  misdirected  the  jury  in  respect  to  constructiTO 

rp^        or  implied  notice  arising  firom  knowledge  of  the  course  of  trade, 
(^MPToiB     and  in  directing  the  jury  that  the  Bills  of  lading  alone  could  be 
DB  Paris,    looked  to  for  the  purpose  of  affecting  third  parties  with  notice  of 
private  arrangements  incident  to  a  sale.    According  to  the  true 
construction  to  be  put  upon  the  agreement  of  the  22nd  of  De- 
cember, 1866,  in  pursuance  of  which  the  Bills  of  lading  were 
indorsed  to  the  Bespondents  by  Xyofi,  Still,  &  Co.,  only  a  qua- 
lified interest  in  the  goods,  subject  to  prior  rights,  which  in- 
cluded the  possible  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu^  was  intended  to 
be  passed.    K  any  doubt  exists,  it  must  be  presumed  against  the 
transferees.    The  rule  is  thus  stated  in  Sheppard^s  Touch.  (1),  that 
''  If  words  may  haye  a  double  intendment,  and  the  one  standetb 
with  law,  and  the  other  is  against  law,  that  it  be  taken  in  that 
sense  which  is  agreeable  to  law,  and,  therefore,  if  tenant  in  tail 
make  a  lease  of  land  to  B.  for  term  of  life,  and  do  not  mention 
for  whose  life  it  shall  be,  this  shall  be  taken  for  the  life  of  the 
lessor,  and  not  for  the  life  of  the  lessee  [as  it  shall  be  if  such  lease 
be  made  by  tenant  in  fee  simple]."    And  the  same  principle  is  re- 
cognised in  Courts  of  Equity.    Thus,  in  Whitworth  v.  Oaugain  (2)^ 
Sir  James  Wigram  says :  "  There  is  no  principle  upon  which  a 
Court  of  Justice  can  be  required  to  imply  that  a  general  contract 
to  give  a  judgment  is  a  contract  to  give  that  which  does  not  belong 
to  the  Debtor;"  and  this  case  was  confirmed  on  appeal  by  Lord 
Cottenham  (3).    It  is  dear,  therefore,  that  under  the  circumstances  , 

in  which  the  indorsement  was  made  by  LyaJl,  Still,  &  Co,  to  the  J 

Bespondents,  and  the  consideration  for  which  it  was  made,  even 
assuming  that  it  was  intended  to  pass  an  absolute  property,  ren* 
dered  it  ineffectual  against  an  unpaid  Vendor.  The  verdict,  more* 
over,  was  against  the  weight  of  eyidence. 

Mr.  Mdlish,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Kay,  Q.G.  (Mr.  EaU  with  them),  for 
the  Bespondents : — 

At  the  time  when  the  Vendors  stopped  the  goods  they  were 
not  in  transitu,  as  the  goods  had  been  delivered  in  London  to  the 

(1)  Ch.  T.  p.  88  [Ed.  hy  Pitstoii].  (2)  3  Hare,  428. 

(3)  1  Phil.  728. 
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Agents  of  LyaJl  <&  Co^  and  there  shipped  by  order  and  on  accoant       j.  o. 
of  that  Firm  on  board  a  Vessel  engaged  by  them,  and  the  Bills  of        i869 
lading,  under  their  directions,  made  out  and  delivered  to  them  for      bodgbr 
the  delivery  of  the  goods  to  their  Firm  at  Song  Kong^  or  assigns.        r^ 
Tliere  was,  therefore,  an  actual  or  constructive  delivery  in  London    Comptoib 
to  the  Purchasers,  which  determined  the  right  to  stop  %n  transitu,     de  Paris. 
LyaM  &  Co.  having  taken  the  goods  into  their  own  possession,  and 
having  shipped  them  as  their  own,  with  an  invoice  from  them- 
selves to  the  Song  Kong  branch  of  their  Firm,  they  determined 
the  Vendors'  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu.    With  respect  to  the 
goods  which  were  bought  of  Mendel  &  Co.,  the  evidence  on  this 
point  shews  that  the  goods  were  purchased  on  account  of  Lyall  & 
do.,  of  London,  and  were  invoiced  to  them  only. 

The  Kespondents  were  hondfde  and  without  notice  transferees 
for  valuable  consideration  of  the  Bills  of  lading,  therefore,  the 
Vendor's  right  to  stop  the  goods  in  tramaUu  was,  in  the  circum- 
stances, defeated.  The  Marie  Joeeph  (1)  is  an  authority  in  our  &vour. 
There  it  was  held  by  this  Court,  that  a  Bill  of  lading  for  the  delivery 
of  goods  to  order  and  assigns  is  a  negotiable  instrument  which,  by 
indorsement  and  delivery,  passes  the  property  in  the  indorsee, 
subject  only  to  the  right  of  the  unpaid  Vendor  to  stop  in  tra/nsitu, 
imd  that  an  indorsee  could  deprive  the  Vendor  of  that  right  by 
indorsing  the  Bill  of  lading  for  valuable  consideration,  although 
the  goods  were  not  paid  for,  and  even  if  Bills  had  been  given 
which  were  certain  of  being  dishonoured,  provided  the  indorsee  for 
value  had  acted  lond  fide  and  without  notice,  which  is  the  case 
liere.  It  ought  to  have  been  clearly  established  in  evidence,  that  at 
the  time  of  the  agreement  of  the  22nd  of  December,  1866,  it  was 
known  to  the  Eespondents  that  there  were  unpaid  Vendors,  having 
a  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu,  to  make  the  assignment  to  the  Ee- 
spondents by  LyaU,  Still,  dt  Co.  fraudulent  That  is  the  result  of  the 
Authorities :  Lickbarrow  v.  Mason  (2) ;  Cuming  v.  Broum  (3) ;  Jones  v. 
Smith  (4)  ;  Raphael  v.  The  Bank  of  England  (5) ;  Jones  v.  Jones  (6). 

It  is  clear,  that  Messrs.  Lyall  do  Co.  were  not  Factors,  and  did 
not  come  within  the  Factors  Acts,  6  Geo.  4,  c  94,  and  5  &  6 
Vict.  c.  39,  ss.  1,  3,  but  the  hona  fide  Owners  of  the  goods ;  for 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  0.  219.  (8)  9  East,  506. 

(2)  2  T.  K.  63;  and  see  1  Sm.  L.  0.  (4)  1  Hare,  43. 

p.  699  [6th  Ed.]  (5)  17  0.  B.  161. 

(6)  8  M.  &  W.  431. 
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J.  G.       first,  with  respect  to  Mendd  and  Calverfs  goods,  the  £act  that  they 

1869        drew,  and  Messrs.  Lt/cdl  &  Co.  accepted,  Bills  for  the  price  of  th^e 

BoDQEB      goods,  including  interest  daring  their  currency,  and  commission, 

r|P^        that  the  insurance  and  freight  of  the  goods  were  paid  by  them, 

CoMprom    and  the  goods  re-inyoiced  by  them  to  the  Song  Kong  branch  of 

DE  Pabis.    their  Firm ;  shews  that  they  took  and  dealt  with  those  goods  as 

Owners,  and  that  the  goods  were  consigned  to  LyaUy  Still,  &  Co. 

at  their  own  risk  as  Purchasers,  and  not  as  Factors.    With  respect 

to  Mendd  &  Co's  goods,  the  invoices  thereof,  stating  that  those 

goods  had  been  bought  on  account  and  for  the  risk  of  MessiSL 

LyaU  4&  Co,  of  London,  and  the  fact  that  they  were  paid  for  by 

drafts  drawn  by  the  Vendors  on,  and  accepted  by,  LydB  &  Stittj 

including  interest  and  commission,  as  in  lAAerCB  case,  shews  that 

these  goods  also  were  consigned  to  LydU,  8tiU,  &  Co.  at  their  own 

risk  as  purchasers,  and  not  as  Factors. 

Then  with  respect  to  the  trust  to  which  LieberFs  and  MendeTs 
goods  are  alleged  to  have  been  subject,  the  stipulations  as  to  the 
remission  of  the  proceeds  of  the  goods  to  meet  the  drafts  accepted 
for  the  price  thereof,  was  a  mere  term  of  the  Contracts  for  those 
goods,  but  did  not  under  the  circumstances  affect  the  goods  with 
any  trust  or  equitable  lien.  Moreover,  the  Kespondents  became 
Assignees  of  the  goods  and  Indorsees  of  the  Bills  of  lading  lona 
fde,  for  valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice  of  any  trust  or 
equitable  lien  affecting  the  goods;  such  trust  or  equitable  lien, 
therefore,  if  any  existed,  could  not  over-reach  the  title  of  the 
Bespondents.  Had  it  been  intended  to  affect  the  transferees  of 
the  Bills  of  lading,  it  should  have  appeared  on  the  face  of  the 
Bills  of  lading  themselves. 

As  to  CalverPs  goods,  there  is  no  ground  for  alleging  that  those 
goods  were  consigned  to  them  as  Factors,  or  affected  by  any  trust 
whatever.  LyciU,  8tiU,  &  Co.,  of  London,  having  paid  the  freight  and 
insurance  of  tho  goods  from  Maneheiter  to  Hong  Kong,  had,  to  the 
extent  of  the  amount  so  paid  by  them,  a  first  charge  or  interest  in 
the  goods,  which  they  were  in  a  position  to  transfer,  and  did,  by 
the  assignment,  transfer,  to  the  Bespondents,  unincumbered  by  any 
supposed  trusts  affecting  Li^)erPs  and  MendeTs  goods. 

Sir  B.  Palmer,  in  reply : — 

If  there  is  any  ambiguity  or  doubt  in  respect  to  the  construction 
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of  the  agreement  of  the  22nd  of  December,  1866,  resort  must  be 
had  to  the  rule  of  exposition  laid  down  in  Slieppard's  Touch., 
ch.  V,,  s.  9,  p.  88  [Ed.  by  Preston],  where  it  is  said,  that  if  words 
have  a  double  intendment,  and  the  one  standeth  with  law,  and  the 
other  is  against  law,  that  is  to  be  taken  in  that  sense  which  is 
agreeable  to  law.  Acting  upon  that  principle,  Sir  James  Wiffram, 
in  Whitwcrth  v.  Qaugain  (1)  says,  "there  is  no  principle  upon 
which  a  Court  of  Justice  can  be  required  to  imply  that  a  general 
contract  to  give  a  judgment  is  a  contract  to  give  that  which  does 
not  belong  to  the  Debtor."  In  Spalding  v.  Bvding  (2)  the  Master 
of  the  Bolls  supported  the  proposition,  that  in  Equity,  a  transfer 
of  goods  for  valuable  consideration  by  a  Consignee  for  a  limited 
purpose  does  not  destroy  the  Consignor's  right  of  stoppage  in 
trtmsitu.  Cuming  \,  Brown  (3)  is  distinguishable.  Here  the  Bills 
of  lading  were  transferred  to  secure  an  antecedent  debt,  which  was 
invalid  as  against  the  Vendors.  Vertue  v.  JeweU  (4)  also  differs 
from  this  case.  There  A.,  being  indebted  to  B.  on  the  balance  of 
accounts,  including  Bills  of  Exchange  still  running,  accepted  by 
B  for  A.,  consigns  goods  to  B.  on  account  of  this  balance,  and  it 
was  held  that  A.  had  no  right  to  stop  the  goods  in  transitu,  upon 
B.  becoming  Insolvent  before  the  goods  were  paid  for. 

Judgment  having  been  reserved,  was  now  delivered  by 

Sir  Joseph  Napier  : — 

This  was  an  action  of  Trover  brought  by  the  Bespondents 
against  the  Appellants  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  Hong  Kong  for 
355  bales  of  merchandize  which  were  shipped  at  London  for  Hong 
Kong  on  board  a  Vessel  called  the  ^^Min^  by  the  direction  of 
George  LyaJl  and  Charles  Frederick  Still,  of  London,  deliverable  to 
Lyail,  StUl,  &  Co.,  or  their  assigns,  according  to  the  Bills  of  lading, 
of  which  the  Bespondents  became  the  transferees.  The  Appellants 
were  the  Owners  of  the  Min. 

They  pleaded  a  denial  of  the  conversion,  and  also  a  denial  that 
the  goods  were  the  goods  of  the  Plaintiffs  (the  Bespondents)  as 
alleged. 

The  case  was  tried  at  Song  Kong  before  the  Chief  Justice  and 
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(1)  3  Hare,  428. 

(2)  6  Bcav.  376. 


(3)  9  East,  506. 
(4;  4  Camp.  31. 
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J.  C.        a  special  jury,  and  a  verdict  was  found  for  the  Plsdntiffs  for  the 

1869       amount  of  the  value  of  the  goods. 

RoDQEB         -^  motion  was  afterwards  made  to  have  this  verdict  set  €Lside  and 

r^        a  nonsuit  entered,  pursuant  to  leave  reserved  at  the  trial,  on  the 

CoMPTOTB    ground  that  the  Plaintiffs  had  not  proved  that  they  were  indorsees 

DB  Paris,     of  the  Bills  of  lading  for  valuable  consideration  without  notice^  so 

as  to  pass  property,  or  that  a  new  trial  should  be  directed  on  this 

and  other  grounds  of  objection.     An  order  was  made  that  the 

motion  be  refused  with  costs. 

This  appeal  has  been  brought  for  the  purpose  of  having  this 
order  and  the  verdict  found  for  the  Plaintiffs  set  aside,  and  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  entered  or  a  new  trial  directed. 

[His  Lordship  here  stated  the  material  evidence  as  it  appeared 
upon  the  Judge's  notes,  and  which  has  been  already  set  out  (1), 
and  proceeded: — ] 

In  order  to  decide  between  the  rival  Claimants,  two  questions 
have  to  be  answered — 

First.  Did  the  transUus  terminate  before  the  demand  was  made 
on  behalf  of  the  Appellants  ? 

Secondly.  Was  the  transfer  of  the  Bills  of  lading  made  to  the 
Bespondents  for  valuable  consideration,  and  without  notice  of  such 
circumstances  as  rendered  them  not  fairly  and  honestly  assignable, 
and  so  as  to  transfer  to  the  Bespondents  a  property  in  the  goods  freed 
and  discharged  from  the  proprietary  lien  of  the  unpaid  vendors  ? 

The  general  rule  is,  that  where  goods  are  sold  to  be  sent  to  a 
particular  destination  named  by  the  Vendee,  the  right  of  the  unpaid 
Vendor  to  stop  them  continues  until  they  arrive  and  are  delivered 
there  according  to  the  Bills  of  lading.  The  tratmtus  continues 
whilst  they  are  in  the  charge  of  some  third  party  contracted  with 
as  carrier  for  the  purpose  of  forwarding  them,  and  who  has  them 
in  charge  simply  for  this  purpose.  It  may  suffice  to  refer  to  the 
recent  case  of  Berndt^on  v.  Strang  (2).  The  documents  in  evidence 
as  well  as  the  oral  testimony  in  the  present  case,  establish  beyond 
doubt  that  Song  Kong  was  the  destination  agreed  upon  between 
Vendors  and  Vendee ;  and  the  other  parties  who  intervened,  for  the 
purpose  of  having  the  goods  forwarded  to  their  destination,  had 
them  in  charge  for  this  purpose  only.  Their  Lordships,  therefore, 
(1)  Ante,  p.  394.  (2)  Law  Bep.  4  Eq.  481. 
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entertain  no  doubt  that  the  transiius  had  not  ended  before  the       J.  0. 
arrival  at  Hongi  Kong.  1869 

The  second  is  the  real  question  in  the  case.    The  Eespondents     Bodqib 
contend  that  they  gave  yalue  for  the  Bills  of  lading ;  that  they        r^ 
had  no  notice  of  any  special  terms  of  agreement  between  the    ^'°'^°^ 
Vendors  and  Vendees,  of  which  they  say  that  they  were  not  in-    ds  Pabib. 
formed,  and  as  to  which  they  also  say  that  they  were  not  bound  to 
make  inquiry. 

The  Managers  of  the  Banks  (Messrs.  Kaiser  and  Kaye\  were  not 
examined  as  witnesses  at  the  trial ;  but  it  plainly  appears  on  the 
eTidence  adduced  by  the  Plaintiffs  (the  Bespondents)  that  the 
insolvency  of  LyaUy  Still,  dt  Co.  was  known  to  the  Banks  at  the 
time  of  the  assignment,  and  it  is  but  reasonable  to  suppose  that 
they  were  quite  familiar  with  what  also,  on  the  same  evidence, 
appears  to  be  the  usage  of  trade  as  between  Mandierier  and  Hong 
Kong  (see  Newborn  y.  Thomlon  (1)). 

At  the  time  the  Bills  of  lading  were  handed  over  to  them,  no 
money  was  advanced,  no  benefit  was  conferred  or  promised  on  the 
faith  of  these  8ecuritie&  They  were  transferred  simply  (as  stated 
in  the  evidence  of  the  Plaintiffs)  in  performance  of  the  agreement 
in  the  assignment.  We  have,  therefore,  to  refer  to  the  assignment 
itself  to  see  what  was  the  interest  in  these  Bills  of  lading  that  was 
agreed  to  be  transferred,  as  part  of  what  was  assigned  for  the 
consideration  expressed. 

The  general  rule,  so  clearly  stated  and  explained  by  Lord  81. 
Leonards  in  the  case  of  Mangles  v.  Bioum  (2),  is,  that  the  assignee  ^ 
of  any  security  stands  in  the  same  position  as  the  assignor  as  to 
the  equities  arising  upon  it  This,  as  a  general  rule,  was  not  dis- 
puted, but  it  was  contended  that  the  case  of  a  Bill  of  lading  is 
exceptional,  and  must  be  dealt  with  on  special  grounds. 

Doubtless,  the  holder  of  an  indorsed  Bill  of  lading  may  in  the 
course  of  commercial  dealing  transfer  a  greater  right  than  he  him- 
^If  has ;  the  exception  is  founded  on  the  negotiable  quality  of  the 
document.  It  is  confined  to  the  case  where  the  person  who  trans- 
fers the  right  is  himself  in  actual  and  authorized  possession  of  the 
docimient,  and  the  transferee  gives  value  on  the  faith  of  it,  without 
having  notice  of  any  circumstance  which  would  render  the  trans- 
(1)  6  East,  19.  (2)  3  H.  L.  C.  702. 
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J.  0.  action  neither  fair  nor  honest.    In  such  a  case,  if  the  Vendor  is 

1869  unpaid,  one  of  two  innocent  parties  must  suffer  by  the  act  of  a 

BoDOER  third ;  and  it  is  reasonable  that  he  who,  hj  misplaced  confidence, 

«l^  has  enabled  such  third  person  to  occasion  the  loss  should  sustain 

CoMPToiR  it :  Lickbarraw  v.  Mason  (1).    But  in  this  case,  at  the  time  of  the 

B  EflOQBfPTE  , 

DB  Paris,  assignment,  Maclean  had  not  possession  of  the  documents ;  nothing 
*""  was  advanced  on  the  faith  of  them.  There  is  merely  a  general 
description  of  documents  expected  to  arrive,  without  knowing  their 
contents  or  how  far  they  might  be  limited  or  qualified.  The  pro- 
perty of  the  firm  in  the  goods  expected  was  not  only  subject  to 
special  stipulations  in  the  contracts  of  sale  in  the  case  of  two  of  the 
three  parcels,  but  was  also  subject  in  all  the  three  to  the  lien  of 
the  unpaid  Vendors.  And  can  it  be  contended  that  before  Madean 
got  possession  of  the  documents,  when  his  Firm  was  in  a  condition 
of  undoubted  insolvency,  and  the  terms  of  the  documents  were  not 
disclosed,  there  was  conveyed  to  the  Respondents  by  this  assign- 
ment the  benefit  of  a  prospective  breach  of  trust  and  violation  of 
contract?  There  is  not  a  word  in  the  instrument  that  could  be 
held  to  convey  a  greater  interest  than  the  Assignors  had.  The 
power  they  might  afterwards  acquire  of  committing  a  fraud  upon 
the  Vendors  is  not  ^property,  estate,  interest,  claim,  or  demand, 
legal  or  equitable.''  ''It  is,"  says  Sir  Edward  OoJee,  ^'a  general 
rule,  that  whensoever  the  words  of  a  deed,  or  of  the  parties  without 
deed,  may  have  a  double  intendment,  and  the  one  standeth  with 
law  and  right,  and  the  other  is  wrongful  and  against  law,  the  in- 
tendment that  standeth  with  law  shall  be  taken."  {Co.  Litt.,  42  a.) 
**  Consiruetio  legis  nonfoGit  iryuriam  ;"  as  it  is  pithily  said  in  the 
passage  fron^  the  Touchstone  referred  to  by  Sir  Bou/ndell  Palmer  in 
his  able  argument :  '*  The  law  in  its  genuine  construction  prefers  a 
less  estate  by  right  to  a  larger  estate  by  wrong." 

The  rule  that  words  shall  be  construed  most  strongly  against 
him  who  uses  them  gives  place  to  a  higher  rule ;  higher  because  it 
has  a  moral  element,  that  the  construction  shall  not  be  such  as  to 
work  a  wrong.  The  lien  of  the  unpaid  Vendor  is  allowed  by  law 
for  the  very  purpose  of  protecting  him  against  the  insolvency  of 
the  Vendee;  and  the  assignment  in  this  case,  which  left  the 
Assignors  in  insolvency,  even  if  it  could  be  said  that  it  did  not  find 

(1)  2  T.  R.  70. 
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them  80,  would  be  sufficient  to  originate  the  very  right  whicL,  J.  0. 
according  to  the  argmnent  for  the  Bespondents,  it  is  also  sufiScient  ^^^^ 
to  extinguish.  Bodqsb 

In  the  case  of  Spalding  v.  Ending  (1)  the  Vendor's  right  was  q^b 
asserted  as  against  property  which  had  so  far  passed  into  the  hands 
of  the  Consignee  that  he  was  enabled  by  mortgage  of  the  Bills  of  »»  Paris. 
lading  to  pass  the  interest  in  the  goods  to  the  extent  of  that  mort- 
gage ;  the  right  of  stoppage  in  transitu  was  upheld  as  against  the 
surplus,  in  preference  to  a  claim  of  the  Mortgagee  to  apply  it  to 
liquidate  the  balance  of  a  general  account.  This  (as  Yice-Ghan- 
cellor  Wood  obserres  in  the  case  already  referred  to  on  the  ques- 
tion of  transUus)  was  in  some  degree  an  extension  of  what  was 
supposed  to  be  the  right  of  the  Consignor,  and  it  shews  the  desire 
to  give  this  right  a  full  and  equitable  protection. 

Doubtless  the  Vendor's  claim  cannot  prevail  against  the  claim 
of  a  transferee  for  value  given  on  the  faith  of  a  negotiable  security 
fairly  and  honestly  taken ;  to  the  extent  to  which  he  has  so  given 
value  he  has  a  prior  claim.  But  the  rule  is  founded  on  the  reason 
of  it,  as  already  explained ;  cessante  ratione,  cessai  ipsa  lex.  Where 
there  is  no  advance  made  or  value  given  upon  the  faith  of  the 
documents ;  where  the  object  is  simply  by  a  sweeping  clause  to 
gather  in  whatever  may  be  got  to  recoup  the  creditor  of  a  debtor 
who  had  become  insolvent  for  an  improvident  advance  made  upon 
the  faith  of  a  totally  different  security ;  where,  upon  the  true  con- 
struction of  the  assignment,  no  interest  passed  that  would  place  the 
Assignee  in  a  better  position  than  the  Assignor,  and  the  Bills  of 
lading  which  subsequently  came  to  hand  were  transferred  expressly 
in  performance  of  the  agreement  in  this  assignment  and  without 
other  consideration  whatsoever,  it  appears  to  their  Lordships  that 
such^a  transfer  so  made,  and  under  such  circumstances,  cannot  be 
held  sufficient  to  defeat  the  Vendor's  claim. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Chief  Justice 
ought  to  have  nonsuited  the  Plaintiffs,  inasmuch  as,  upon  their 
evidence,  it  did  not  appear  that  they  had  acquired  a  property  in 
the  goods  sufficient  to  sustain  the  action  of  Trover  for  the  conver- 
sion alleged,  which  took  place  after  the  assertion  of  the  right  of 
stoppage. 

(1)  6  Beav.  376. 
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They  will,  therefore^  recommend  Her  Majesty  that  the  Order 
appealed  against  should  be  set  aside,  together  with  the  yerdict 
found  for  the  Bespondents,  and  that  a  judgment  of  nonsuit  should 
be  entered. 

The  Appellants  to  have  their  costs  of  this  appeal 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Beed,  Plielps,  dt  Sidgunck. 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondents :  Arnhrose  Parsons. 


J.  a* 

1869 
Feb.  5,  6. 


JAMES  MURPHY  and  MICHAEL  LYNCH    .    Appellants  ; 

AND 

HUGH  GLASS Respondent. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  VICTORIA. 

Action  against  Surety — EquUahle  plea — Sufficiency  of  avermente — Facts  within 
Plaintiff's  knowledge^^Demurrer — Parties  to  action. 

In  an  action  against  a  Sorety  to  recover  a  part  of  a  debt,  by  the  first  and 
second  counts  the  Plaintiffs  declared  as  indorsees  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange  drawn 
by  them,  and  accepted  by  H.^  indorsed  by  the  PlaintifGs  to  the  Defendant, 
and  by  him  to  the  Plaintiffs  ;  the  third  and  fourth  counts  were  upon  another 
Bill  of  Exchange ;  and  the  fifth  count  was  upon  a  deed  whereby  the  Defen- 
dant bound  himself  to  secure  payment  by  ff,  of  his  two  acceptances.  The 
counts  upon  the  two  Bills  averred  that  the  Plaintiffs  indorsed  the  Bills  to  the 
Defendant  without  consideration,  in  order  that  they  might  be  indorsed  by  the 
Defendant  to  the  Plaintiffs  for  the  purpose  of  the  Defendant  becoming  Surety 
for  the  payment  of  the  Bills  by  the  acceptor,  if.,  to  the  Plaintiff.  As  to  a 
sum  of  £4,606,  part  of  the  money  so  alleged  to  have  been  secured  by  the  Bills 
and  Deed,  the  Defendant,  to  the  five  counts,  pleaded,  on  equitable  grounds, 
that  the  two  Bills  which  were  guaranteed  by  the  Defendant  had  been  given 
for  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  for  certain  Stations  in  New  South 
Wales,  previously  purchased  by  E,  from  the  Plaintiffs,  under  an  agreement 
which  provided,  that  in  case  of  any  dispute  between  the  Vendors  and  tho  Pur^ 
chaser  as  to  any  matter  connected  with  the  sale,  such  dispute  should  not 
annul  the  sale,  but  should  be  referred  to  arbitration  in  the  manner  therdn 
stated ;  and  the  plea  further  stated,  that  a  dispute  had  arisen  as  to  the  extent 
of  land  comprised  in  the  Stations,  that  H,  had  appointed  one  S.  as  his  Arbi- 
trator, that  the  Plaintiffs  neglected  to  appoint  an  Arbitrator,  and  that  S, 
made  his  Award  concerning  the  dispute,  and  thereby  awarded  that  the  Plain- 
tiffs should  pay  to  E,  £4,606,  in  satisfaction  of  his  cUim.  The  plea  also  stated. 


*  Present: — Lord   Chelusfobo,    Sib   Jambs  William  Colyile^  and  Sib 
Joseph  Napieb. 
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that  JZ,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  claimed  and  offered  to  deduct        J.  0. 
and  set  ofif  the  sum  of  £4,606  against  an  equal  amount  in  price  : —  .^^ 

Held,  first,  that  the  plea  constituted  a  good  equitable  defence  to  the  action,         w^vw 
as,  from  the  nature  and  terms  of  the  Contract  set  forth  in  the  plea,  the  compen-      Mukfht 
sation  admitted  to  have  been  awarded  was  an  abatement  of  the  price  of  the        o^lss. 
Stations,  and  reduced  pro  tanto  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  then  un-         .^_ 
paid,  and  as  in  equity  the  Defendant  might  have  claimed  the  benefit  of  the 
amount  of  compensation  awarded  as  a  deduction,  he  was  entitled  to  put  this 
forward  as  a  defence,  on  equitable  grounds,  to  so  much  of  the  cause  of  action 
as  was  covered  by  that  amount : 

Secondly,  that  it  was  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the  plea,  that  it 
should  expressly  aver  that  no  more  of  the  purchase-money  was  due  than  the 
amount  secured  by  the  Bills,  or  that,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  averment, 
it  must  by  the  rule  of  pleading  be  taken  against  the  Defendant,  that  the  facfc 
was  otherwise,  as  the  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  pleading  of  facts  which  lie 
peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  opposite  party  : 

Thirdly,  that  as  the  Plaintiffs  did  not  reply  and  avoid  the  plea  on  equitable 
grounds,  but  demurred,  the  allegations  in  the  plea  were  to  be  taken  without 
any^denial  or  qualification,  and  every  fi&ir  and  reasonable  intendment  made. 

HeMf  further,  that  in  considering  the  validity  of  the  equitable  plea  with 
respect  to  parties,  it  was  necessary  to  bear  in  mind,  that  E,  was  not  a  neces- 
sary party  to  the  action,  as  a  Court  of  Equity  could,  without  making  If,  a 
party,  grant  an  unconditional  injunction  restraining  the  Plaintiffs  from  suing 
out  execution  upon  a  judgment,  so  far  as  related  to  the  sum  of  £4,606,  to 
which  the  plea  applied. 

IHIS  appeal  was  brought  from  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court 
of  Victoria,  in  an  action  instituted  by  the  Appellants,  as  Executors  of 
one  Patrick  G'Bea^  against  the  Bespondent,  upon  a  demurrer  by  the 
Plaintiffs  to  the  first  plea  of  the  Defendant^  and  two  demurrers  by 
the  Defendant  to  the  first  and  fifth  replications  of  the  Plaintiffs  to 
the  first  plea,  by  which  judgment  it  was  determined,  that  the  first 
plea  was  good  in  substance,  and  that  the  first  and  fifth  replications 
to  the  first  plea  were  bad  in  substance. 

The  declaration  contained  six  counts ;  the  first  and  second  counts 
were  upon  a  Bill  of  Exchange  for  the  sum  of  £10,266  13a.  2(2.,  dated 
the  2nd  of  March,  1865,  payable  two  years  after  date,  drawn  upon 
one  Hiffgins,  and  subsequently  indorsed  to  the  Plaintiffii  by  the  De- 
fendant as  surety  for  Higgins.  The  third  and  fourth  counts  were 
upon  another  BUI  of  Exchange  for  £1,642  13a.  3c2.,  of  the  same 
date,  payable  two  years  after  date,  drawn  upon  Higgins,  and  sub- 
sequently indorsed  to  the  Plaintiffs  by  the  Defendant  as  surety  for 
Higgins.  The  fifth  count  was  upon  a  guarantee  of  the  Defendant, 
dated  the  5th  of  March,  1866,  whereby  the  Defendant  agreed  to 
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J.  0.       indorse  and  make  himself  liable  as  surety  for  Higgins  for  the  two 
1869       Bills  of  Exchange  mentioned  in  the  previous  counts.    The  sxth 
Hu^HT     count  was  for  interest. 
^  ^'  The  Defendant^  by  his  first  plea,  as  to  the  sum  of  £4,606,  parcel 

of  the  moneys  in  the  first,  second,  third,  fourth,  and  fifth  counts  of 

the  declaration,  for  defence,  on  equitable  grounds,  stated  that  the 
two  Bills  of  Exchange  which  were  guaranteed  by  the  Defendant 
had  been  given  for  the  balance  of  the  purchase-money  for  certain 
Stations  previously  purchased  by  Higgins  from  the  Plaintiffs, 
under  an  agreement  which  provided  that  in  case  of  any  dispute 
between  the  Vendors  and  the  Purchaser  as  to  any  matter  connected 
with  the  sale,  such  dispute  should  not  annul  the  sale,  but  should 
be  referred  to  arbitration  in  the  manner  in  the  plea  stated,  and» 
among  other  things,  provided,  that  in  case  of  such  neglect  as  in  the 
plea  mentioned  by  either  party,  to  appoint  an  Arbitrator,  the 
award  and  decision  of  the  Arbitrator  appointed  by  the  other  party 
should  be  final  and  conclusive  And  the  plea  further  stated,  that 
such  dispute,  as  aforesaid,  had  arisen  as  to  a  matter  connected  with 
the  sale,  viz.,  as  to  the  extent  of  land  comprised  in  the  Stations, 
that  Higgins  had  appointed  one  Snodgrass  as  his  Arbitrator,  that 
the  Plaintiffs  were  guilty  of  neglect  in  appointing  an  Arbitrator, 
and  that  JSnodgrass  made  his  award  concerning  the  dispute,  and 
thereby  awarded  and  adjudged  that  the  Plaintiff  should  pay  to 
Higgins  £4,606  in  satisfaction  of  his  claim;  and  the  plea  also 
stated  that  Higgins,  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit,  claimed 
and  offered  to  deduct  and  set  off  the  sum  of  £4,606  against  an 
equal  amount  of  the  price. 

The  Plaintiffs  demurred  to  the  first  plea,  and  also  filed  five 
replications  to  the  same  plea.  The  first  replication,  the  only  ma- 
terial one  at  issue,  stated,  that  on  the  20th  of  September,  1865, 
before  the  date  of  the  Defendant's  guarantee  mentioned  in  the 
declaration,  and  before  the  Award  of  8nodgra8$,  a  previous  Award 
had  been  made  by  one  Cowderoy,  upon  certain  matters  theretofore 
in  dispute  between  the  Plaintifis  and  Higgins  relating  to  the  sale, 
which  matters  appeared  on  the  face  of  the  replication  to  be  different 
from  the  matter  in  dispute  upon  which  Snodgrass  afterwards  made 
his  Award.  And  further  stated,  that  by  the  Award  Gowderoy  assessed 
the  compensation  to  be  allowed  to  Higgins  by  the  Plaintiffs  at 
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£5,072  4$.  9d. ;  and  that  before  the  making  of  the  Award  by  Snod^       J-  0. 
ffrass  the  Bum  of  £5,072  is.  9i.  was  paid  by  the  Plaintiffs  to       1869 
Higgim.    And  the  replication  further  stated,  that  the  Award  of     Mubfht 
Snodgrass  was  made  after  the  Award  of  Cowderoy,  Gl^ 

The   fifth  replication  traversed  the  allegation,  that  Eiggins       

claimed  and  offered  to  deduct  and  set  off  the  sum  of  £4,606,  in 
the  plea  mentioned,  against  an  equal  amount  of  the  price. 

The  Defendant  demurred  to  the  first  replication,  on  the  ground 
that  the  matter  thereof  was  not  the  matter  referred  to  by  the  plea, 
and  was  no  avoidance  thereof;  and  to  the  fifth  replication,  on  the 
ground  that  the  allegation  traversed  was  immaterial 

On  the  5th  of  September,  1867,  the  following  judgment  of  the 
Supreme  Court  was  delivered  by  the  Chief  Justice,  Sir  William 
StaweU : — "  We  are  of  opinion,  that  on  these  demurrers  our  judg- 
ment should  be  for  the  Defendant  During  the  argument  the 
validity  of  the  plea  formed  the  principal  if  not  the  sole  subject  for 
consideration,  the  replications  being  treated  rather  as  attacks  than  • 
answers.  We  propose  to  deal  with  the  objections  to  the  plea 
seriatim  as  they  were  made.  It  was  urged  that  as  the  defence  was 
only  to  a  part,  and  judgment  had  been  allowed  to  go  by  default  as 
regards  the  remainder  of  the  cause  of  action,  a  plea  on  equitable 
grounds  was  inadmissible.  Judgment  on  such  a  plea,  it  was  said, 
must  be  ^  that  the  Plaintiff  take  nothing  by  his  writ,  &c.,'  and  as  it 
might  be  necessary  to  issue  execution  in  order  to  recover  damages 
on  the  judgment  signed  by  default,  the  plea  was  inapplicable  and 
bad.  There  can  be  no  doubt  that  Courts  of  law  possess  no  power 
to  adjust  equities  between  the  parties,  and  if  the  equities  are  con- 
ditional  on  which  such  a  plea  as  the  present  is  based,  it  cannot  be 
sustained,  but  where  there  is  an  absolute  and  unconditional  answer 
in  equity  to  the  whole  or  any  part  of  a  declaration,  and  for  which 
a  perpetual  injunction  would  issue  to  restrain  proceedings  at  law, 
the  circumstance  that  such  a  plea  is  limited  to  a  part  only,  and 
does  not  extend  to  the  whole  cause  of  action,  will  not,  in  our 
opinion,  affect  its  validity.  It  may  be  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
part  to  which  it  is  pleaded.  K  this  were  not  so,  a  Plaintiff  with  a 
cause  of  action  for  a  certain  amount  might,  by  claiming  more  than 
that  amount  in  his  declaration,  exclude  a  &ir  defence  to  it  on 
equitable  grounds.    This  objection  was  pressed  at  such  length,  we 


412  OASES  IN  THE  PBIYT  COUNCIL.  [L.  R 

J.  0.      deem  it  right  to  notice  it^  though  it  appeared  to  ub  scarcely  to 
1869       admit  of  doubt.    It  was  further  urged  that  a  surety  cannot  take 
MuBFHT     advantage  of  the  set  off  of  the  principal,  and  this  forms  the  mate- 
Gi^      rial  ground  of  demurrer.     The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  pecu- 
-—       liar,  but  it  is  inaccurate,  in  our  opinion,  to  describe  as  the  set  off  of 
the  principal  the  amount  by  which  the  original  debt  secured  has 
been  reduced,'  although  that  reduction  may  have  been  effected  by 
an  arrangement  between  the  Creditor  and  the  principal  Debtor. 
The  Arbitrator  awarded  that  the  Vendor  should  pay  a  certain  sum 
to  the  Purchaser  in  satisfaction  of  his  claim ;  as  the  purchase-money 
was  paid  by  Bills  of  Exchange,  he,  the  Arbitrator,  could  not  have 
directed  them  to  have  been  reduced,  for  those  bills  might  at  the 
time  of  the  Award  have  been  in  the  hands  of  third  persons.   Instead 
of  reducing  the  purchase-money,  therefore,  it  was  proper  that  the 
reduction  or  compensation  should  have  been  effected  by  adjudging 
a  sum  to  be  paid,  but  this  sum  was  paid  in  consequence  of  a  defi- 
ciency in  the  article  purchased,  and  was  in  substance  a  reduction 
of  the  purchase-money,  that  is,  of  the  sum  for  which  the  Defendant 
was  surety.    As  a  general  rule,  one  person  cannot  set  off  as  against 
.  .  a  claim  by  another  a  debt  between  that  other  and  a  third  party,  but 
this  set-off,  so  to  call  it,  is  substantially  part  of  the  debt  sued  for, 
though  in  form  directed  to  be  pedd  by  the  Plaintiff  in  the  action 
to  a  third  person.    The  case  to  which  we  were  referred,  l?earl  v. 
DeoGon  (1),  is,  in  our  opinion,  an  authority  that  the  Creditor  and 
principal  Debtor  cannot  by  any  acts  or  arrangements  between  them- 
selves exclude  the  Surety  from  shewing  that  the  debt  secured  either 
has  been  reduced  or  that  it  ought  to  be  reduced.    If  there  is  a  sum 
which  may  be  set  off  in  reduction  it  must  be  set  off,  for  if  the 
setting  off  were  to  depend  on  the  option  of  either  the  Creditor  or 
the  principal  Debtor  the  surety  might  be  compelled  to  pay  the 
Creditor  more  of  the  original  debt  than  the  Creditor  himself  could 
have  recovered  from  the  principal  Debtor.  It  was  further  objected, 
that  only  one  award  could  be  made  respecting  any  disputes  con- 
nected with  the  sale  and  purchase  of  the  Station,  and  that  as  an 
award  had  been  made,  although  admittedly  respecting  other  mat- 
ters than  the  area  or  extent  of  the  Station,  all  power  to  refer  any 
further  disputes  had  been  exhausted.    No  authority  was  cited  in 

(I)  1 D.  G.  &  J.  461. 


yoL.  n.]  CASES  in  the  pexvy  council.  413 

support  of  this  proposition.  It  may  be,  and  doubtless  is^  both  incon-  J.  c. 
Tenient  and  expensive  that  there  should  be  several  arbitrations  and  1869 
Awards  where  one  general  reference  would  have  sufficed^  but  we  mubphy 
<5annot  on  such  grounds  only  deprive  either  Vendor  or  Purchaser  of  q^Isb 
the  mode  of  redress  by  reference  of  disputes  to  a  domestic  Tribunal  -r— 
which  they  have  themselves  expressly  provided.  If  an  action  were 
4>rought  for  this  deficiency,  a  plea  of  the  power  to  refer  should  shew 
xiffirmati  vely  that  the  Plaintiff  having  had  the  opportunity  had  failed 
to  avail  himself  of  the  power  of  referring  the  dispute  in  question. 
Jt  does  not,  however,  appear  when  this  deficiency  was  discovered 
either  by  Vendor  or  Purchaser,  or  whether  it  was  before  or  after 
the  reference  mentioned  in  the  replication  had  been  made.  We  do 
jiot  say  that)  even  if  it  had  been  known  to  the  parties  before  the 
first  reference,  the  omission  to  include  it  in  that  submission  would 
necessarily  and  per  se  have  deprived  the  purchaser  of  all  right  to 
submit  it  to  arbitration.  The  last  objection  was  the  validity  of  the 
Award.  The  Award  itself  appears  to  us  informal.  It  is  not  ex- 
pressly alleged  that  the  Arbitrator  found  there  was  any  deficiency 
in  the  extent  of  the  Station,  nor  does  the  plea  contain  any  aver- 
ments similar  to  those  in  the  replication  on  the  like  subject,  all  of 
which,  if  not  essential,  are  at  least  usual,  but  the  precise  character 
of  the  dispute  need  not  necessarily  be  shewn.  The  part  laid  under 
a  videlicet  might  be  rejected,  and  it  would  still  appear  that  a  dis- 
pute concerning  a  matter  connected  with  the  sale  and  purchase 
had  arisen,  had  been  referred  to  arbitration,  an  Award  concerning 
it  made,  and  a  sum  thereby  adjudged  in  satisfaction  of  the  claim. 
On  demurrer  we  think  it  sufficiently  appears,  that  the  dispute  was 
e,  proper  subject  matter  for  reference,  and  that  an  Award  was  made 
by  which  that  dispute  was  disposed  of,  though  not  expressly  alleged. 
We  also  think  it  may  be  fairly  inferred  that  the  Arbitrator  was 
satisfied  there  was  a  deficiency  in  the  extent  of  the  Station.  That 
deficiency  formed  the  dispute ;  he  adjudicated  on  the  dispute,  and 
directed  a  sum  to  be  paid  in  satis£EU3tion.  There  must  have  been, 
therefore,  some  claim  to  satisfy,  and  according  to  the  plea  it  could 
only  have  been  for  the  deficiency  in  extent.  The  Plaintiff  cited 
and  relied  on  Boss  v.  Boards  (1),  but  the  circumstances  of  that  case 
are,  in  our  opinion,  wholly  different  from  those  of  the  present. 

(1)  8  Ad.  &  E.  290« 
Vol.  n.  3  2  M 
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J.  0.        There,  by  the  Award,  a  Parchaser  entitled  to  receiye  a  good  tide 

1869        to  Jand  purchased  was  compelled  to  accept  that  to  which  he  had 

HtJBFHT     objected,  with  an  indemnity  as  a  protection  against  the  defects  of 

GhABB,      *^*^®'  ^^^  ^  oonrse  being  clearly  in  excess  of  the  Arbitrator's^ 

— —        authority.    Here  a  dispute  had  arisen  by  which  the  sale  might 

haye  been  annulled,  but  instead  the  dispute  is  referred  to  arbitrsr 

tion,  a  sum  awarded  in  satisfiEUstion  thereof,  and  the  Purchaser 

accepts  that  sum  as  compensation.    We  think  the  plea  affords 

substantially  an  answer,  on  equitable  grounds,  to  that  part  to  which 

it  is  pleaded,  and  that  answer  is  not,  in  our  opinion,  disturbed  by 

the  replication.    Judgment  for  the  Defendant." 

Mr.  Mdlish,  Q.C.,  Mr.  Dmce,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  W.  Murray,  for  th& 

Appellants : — 

The  first  plea,  which^the  Courts  on  demurrer,  held  good  in  sub- 
stance, is  bad,  as  it  does  not  shew  that  the  Bespondent,  if  judgment 
were  obtained,  would  be  entitled  to  any  relief  against  such  judg- 
ment on  equitable  grounds.  An  equitable  plea  is  only  good  where 
a  Court  of  Equity  would  grant  relief  in  full — as  an  unconditional 
injunction  in  a  suit  between  a  Plaintiff  and  Defendant  only :  Oum- 
mings  y.  Morris  (1)  is  in  point,  and  resembles  the  present.  In  that 
case  it  was  held  that  the  indorsee  of  a  note,  for  a  consideration  not 
to  be  paid  till  the  note  should  be  collected,  is  the  real  party  who 
has  an  interest  to  maintain  an  action  thereon.  It  appears  that 
the  note  has  been  transferred,  when  past  due,  to  one  who  was  to 
use  the  proceeds,  in  his  discretion,  for  the  benefit  of  the  payee's 
family,  and  the  Court  held,  that  the  maker  could  not  set  up  by  way 
of  advances,  or  counter  claim,  that  the  payee  was  at  the  time  of  the 
transfer  indebted  to  him  for  advances  made  to  a  Firm  of  which  they 
and  a  third  person,  not  a  party  to  the  suit  were  Partners,  of  which 
no  account  had  been  stated,  though  the  payee  died  insolvent  subse- 
quent to  the  transfer,  and  farther,  that  conceding  that  there  was 
no  objection  to  setting  off,  against  a  legal  demand,  a  claim  arising 
out  of  contract  that  could  only  be  liquidated  in  equity,  the  set-off 
was  inadmissible  for  want  of  equity.  [Sib  Joseph  Napier  referred 
to  CdUis  V.  Prenderffast  (2).] 

(1)  11  Smith's  Beps.  of  Cases  of  the  States  of  New  York,  625. 

(2)  10  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  339. 
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Here  the  party  is  setting  up  the  equity  of  another  person,  which       J*  0. 
he  is  not  entitled  to  do :  Woodhouse  v.  Fairhrolher  (1)  ;  Cummings       1869 
T.  Morris  (2).    If  Higgins  were  hereafter  to  sue  the  Plaintiff  upon     mubpht 
the  Award,  he  would  not  be  bound  to  anything  that  occurred  in      q^Lsb. 

this  action.    The  strict  rule  in  Courts  of  Equity  is,  that  all  persons        

whose  interests  may  be  struck  at  must  be  before  the  Court :  Cock- 
hum  V.  Thomson  (3) ;  Brooks  v.  Stuart  (4) ;  AUan  v.  Hotdden  (5) ; 
Uotfd  y.  Smith  (6).  As  the  plea  does  not  state  that  no  more  of 
the  purchase-money  was  due  than  the  amount  secured  by  the 
Bills,  it  must  be  taken,  according  to  the  ordinary  rules  of  pleading, 
that  more  was  due ;  and  that  being  so,  the  plea  takes  out  of  the 
hands  of  the  Debtor  and  Creditor  their  right  of  appropriating  the 
set-off  to  the  discharge  of  a  particular  portion  of  the  debt.  The 
question  ought  not  to  be  decided  in  the  absence  of  Biggins: 
Trichey  v.  Lame  (7) ;  Elder  y.  Beaumoni  (8). 

Sir  B.  Palmerj  Q,C.,  Mr.  Quain,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Hemming^  for  the 
Respondent : — 

With  respect  to  the  objection  that  the  action  was  defective,  as 
Higgins  was  a  necessary  party,  this  being  an  equitable  plea  must 
be  viewed  in  the  light  of  a  suit  in  equity.  There  the  only  neces- 
sary parties  would  be  the  Plaintiffs  and  Defendant.  Pearly. 
Deacon  (9)  is  a  case  in  point ;  there  the  equities  were  adminis- 
tered in  the  absence  of  the  principal ;  it  appears  from  the  Regis- 
trar's Book,  though  it  is  not  cleia*ly  stated  in  the  reports,  that  the 
debtor  was  a  party  on  the  record,  the  only  parties  stated  were  the 
Plaintiff  and  the  creditors.  In  CdUis  v.  Prendergasl  (10),  referred 
to  by  one  of  your  Lordships,  an  opinion  is  intimated,  that  it  is  not 
necessary  that  all  parties  should  be  before  a  Court  of  Common 
Law  upon  an  equitable  plea  whose  presence  would  be  necessary 
in  a  suit  in  Equity :  ^ephens  on  Pleading,  sec.  4,  rule  7,  p.  387 
[6th  Ed.]  Si.  John  v.  Si.  John  (11)  illustrates  the  rule.  The 
case  of  Cummings  v.  Morris  is  distinguishable.    There  the  attempt 

(1)  6  E.  &  B.  207.  (6)  13  Sim.  457. 

(2)  11  Smith's  Reps,  of  Cases  of  the  (7)  6  M.  &  W.  278. 
States  of  New  York,  pp.  626,  68a  (8)  8  E.  &  B.  358. 

(3)  16  Ves.  321.  (9)  24  Beav.  186 ;  1  De  G.  &  J.  461. 

(4)  1  Beav.  512.  (10)  10  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  339. 
(6)  6  Beav.  148.  (11)  Hob.  78. 
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J.G.       was  to  set  off  unadjusted  debts,  which  could  not  be  adjusted  with- 

1869  out  the  intenrention  of  a  third  party.  It  is  clear  that  a  Surety 
M^rar     ^  ^  right  to  set  off  a  debt  due  to  his  Principal,  as  well  as  one  to 

Q^      himself:  Byles  on  Bills,  p.  118  [9th  Ed.] :  Story's  Equity  Juris. 

voL  ii.,  sees.  1437  and  1442.    The  difficulty,  if  any,  in  the  suit, 

arises  from  the  plea,  which  is  an  equitable  plea,  being  pleaded 
in  a  common  law  suit  But  it  is  a  good  plea  at  law  to  so  much  of 
the  declaration  as  it  is  pleaded  to,  and  it  is  well  settled  that  an 
equitable  plea  may  be  upheld  on  legal  grounds.  It  was  not 
necessary  that  the  plea  should  negative  the  supposition  that  more 
might  be  due  than  the  amount  of  the  bills :  Stephens  on  Plead- 
ing, p.  387  [5th  Ed.]  The  affirmative  of  the  fact  would  properly 
come  from  the  other  side :  The  Sunderland  Marine  Insurance  Com- 
pany V.  Kearney  (1);  Sloper  v.  CottreU  (2);  St.  John  v.  St. 
John  (3) ;  Wyld  v.  Pickford  (4) ;  Ex  parte  Hippins  (5) ;  Ex  parte 
Stephens  (6). 

Mr.  Bruce f  in  reply : — 

First,  as  to  the  question  of  partiea  We  submit,  that  the  prin- 
cipal Debtor,  HigginSy  was  a  necessary  party.  The  rule  of  the 
Court  of  Chancery  is,  that  any  party  having  an  interest  affected  by 
the  relief  sought  by  the  BUI  is  a  necessary  party  to  be  before  the 
Court.  A  principal  Debtor  is  a  necessary  party  to  a  suit :  Brooks 
V.  Stuart  (7).  So  in  Allan  v.  Eotdden  (8),  one  of  two  Sureties 
who  had  joined  the  principal  Debtor  in  a  Bond,  filed  a  Bill  to  set 
aside  the  transaction  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  and  for  an  account  of 
the  payments  of  the  Bond,  and  it  was  held  that  the  principal 
Debtor  and  co-surety  were  necessary  parties.  Secondly,  the  aver- 
ment in  the  first  plea  that  the  contract  should  go  for  the  £4^606,  is 
bad.  A  plea  in  Equity  must  shew  what  the  equity  is.  It  is  not 
so  shewn  here.  The  same  rule  applies  at  Common  Law :  Tridcey  v. 
Lame  (9).  The  principle  of  equitable  set-off  laid  down  in  Ex 
parte  Stephens  (10)  is  explained  in  Ex  parte  Hanson  (11). 

(1)  16  Q.  B.  925.  (7)  1  Beav.  512. 

(2)  6  E.  &  B.  497.  (8)  6  Beav.  148. 

(3)  Hob.  78.  (9)  6  M.  &  W.  278. 

(4)  8  M.  &  W.  443.  (10)  11  Ves.  24. 

(5)  2  Gl.  &  Jam.  Bky.  Casea,  93.  (11)  12  Ves,  346 ;  affirmed  on  appeal, 

(6)  11  Ves.  24.  18  Ves.  232. 
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The  consideration  of  the  judgment  having  been  deferred,  judg-       j.  c. 
ment  was  now  pronounced  hj  1869 


LoBD  Chelmsford  : — 

The  Plaintifis  (the  Appellants)  declared  as  indorsees  of  two  Bills 
of  Exchange,  one  for  £10,266  13^.  2d.,  the  other  for  £1,642  13a.  3d, 
dated  the  2nd  of  March,  1865,  drawn  by  the  Plaintiffs  upon  and 
accepted  by  Higgms,  indorsed  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  Defendant 
(the  Bespondent),  and  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiffs ;  and  also 
upon  an  instrument  imder  seal  whereby  the  Defendant  bound 
himself  to  secure  payment  by  Siggins  of  his  two  acceptances. 
The  counts  upon  the  bills  averred,  that  the  Plaintiffs  indorsed 
the  Bills  to  the  Defendant  without  consideration,  in  order  that 
they  might  be  indorsed  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Plaintiffs  for 
the  piupose  of  the  Defendant  becoming  Surety  as  such  indorser 
for  the  payment  of  the  Bills  by  the  acceptor,  Higgina,  to  the 
Plaintiffs. 

The  Defendant,  as  to  £4,606,  parcel  of  the  moneys  secured  by  the 
Bills  and  Deed,  pleaded  for  defence^  on  equitable  groimds,  that 
before  the  making  of  any  of  the  Bills  there  was  an  agreement 
between  the  Plaintiffs  and  Siggins  for  the  sale  of  certain  Stations 
for  the  sum  of  £46,199  19^.  Id.,  subject  to  the  condition  that 
in  case  any  dispute  should  arise  between  the  Vendors  and  the 
Purchaser  as  to  any  matter  or  thing  connected  with  the  sale  and 
purchase,  such  dispute  should  not  annul  the  sale,  but  should 
be  settled  by  arbitration.  That  such  a  dispute  did  afterwards 
arise,  and  that  upon  a  reference  to  arbitration  the  Arbitrator 
awarded  that  the  Plaintiffs  should  pay  JSiggins  £4,606  in  satisfac- 
tion of  his  claim.  That  the  Bills  were  made  by  the  Plaintiffs 
and  accepted  by  Higgins  for  and  on  account  of  the  said  sum  of 
£46,199  19&  Id.,  and  upon  and  for  no  other  consideration  what- 
soever ;  and  that  before  the  commencement  of  the  suit  Higgina 
claimed  and  offered,  and  still  claims  and  offers,  to  deduct  and  set 
off  the  said  sum  of  £4,606  against  an  equal  amount  or  part  of  the 
said  sum  of  £46,199  19^.  Id. 

To  this  plea  the  Plaintiffs  demurred. 

They  also  replied,  first,  that  an  Award  was  made  under  the 
power  of  reference  in  the  contract  of  sale  before  the  making  of  the 


Feb.  19. 


MuitPHT 

v.. 
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J. 0.        Award  stated  in  the  plea;  and,  fifthly^  they  trareiBed  the  last 
1869        allegation  in  the  plea. 
HumiT         ^'^^  Defendant  demurred  to  these  replications,  and  judgment 
>•         was  given  for  him  upon  all  the  demurrers. 
— —  The  appeal  from  the  judgment  upon  the  demurrers  to  the  repli- 

cations may  be  very  shortly  disposed  of. 

The  first  replication  is  dearly  bad,  as  it  does  not  aver  that  the 
claim  in  respect  of  which  the  £4,606  was  awarded  was  or  could 
have  beeui  included  in  the  former  reference. 

The  fifth  replication  is  bad,  as  it  tenders  an  immaterial 
issue. 

The  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  plea  depends  upon  this, 
whether,  upon  the  averments  it  contains,  coupled  with  those  in  the 
declaration,  a  Court  of  Equity  would,  upon  the  application  of  the 
Defendant  against  the  Plaintiffs,  without  bringing  Higgi/M  before 
the  Courts  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Plaintiffs  from  suing 
out  execution  upon  a  judgment  for  the  sum  of  £4,606  to  which  the 
plea  applies. 

From  the  nature  and  terms  of  the  contract  set  forth  in  the  plea, 
it  is  obvious  that  the  compensation  admitted  to  have  been  awarded 
was  an  abatement  of  the  price  of  the  Stations,  and  reduced  pro 
tcmto  the  amount  of  the  purchase-money  then  unpaid.  If,  at  the 
time  of  making  the  Award,  the  sum  secured  by  the  Bills  was 
all  that  remained  due  of  the  purchase-money,  the  Defendant 
might  in  equity  have  claimed  the  benefit  of  the  amount  of 
compensation  awarded,  as  a  deduction  from  that  sum.  If  so, 
he  was  entitled  to  put  this  forward  as  a  defence  on  equitable 
grounds  to  so  much  of  the  cause  of  action  as  was  covered  by  this 
amount 

But  it  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the  Appellants,  that  the 
Defendant  could  have  obtained  no  relief  in  equity  without  bring- 
ing Hiffffins  before  the  Courts  as  he  might  be  able  to  shew  the  ex- 
istence of  equitable  circumstances  which  required  that  the  £4,606 
should  not  be  deducted  for  the  benefit  of  the  surety,  and,  therefore, 
as  Hiffffins  could  not  be  made  a  party  to  the  action,  the  plea  was 
necessarily  insufficient. 

To  sustain  this  objection,  however,  it  must  appear  that  at  the 
time  of  making  the  Award,  there  was  more  of  the  purchase-money 
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-due  and  owing  to  the  Plaintiffs  than  was  secared  by  the  Bills  of       J.  G. 
Exchanga  1869 

It  was  urged  that  to  make  the  plea  good^  it  should  have  been     Mubpht 
expressly  averred  that  no  more  of  the  purchase-money  was  due      Q^^Hm 
than  the  amount  secured  by  the  Bills,  and  that,  in  the  absence  of       — — 
an  express  averment^  it  must,  by  the  rule  of  pleading,  be  taken 
against  the  Defendant  that  the  hct  was  otherwise. 

But  this  rule  does  not  apply  to  the  pleading  of  matters  which 
are  peculiarly  within  the  knowledge  of  the  opposite  party :  Bobson 
y.  Middldon  (1).  And  with  reference  to  this  equitable  plea,  it 
may  be  observed,  that  the  same  exception  to  the  rule  that  plead- 
ings are  to  be  taken  most  strongly  against  the  party  pleading,  is 
jrec(^nised  in  Courts  of  Equity.  See  Mitford  on  Pleading  [5th 
Ed.],  pp.  45, 347. 

The  Plaintiffs  were  at  liberty  in  this  case  to  reply  and  avoid 
the  plea  on  equitable  grounds,  but  they  chose  to  demur,  and  thus 
leave  the  allegations  in  the  plea  without  denial  or  qualification. 
Every  fair  and  reasonable  intendment,  therefore,  ought  to  be  made 
in  support  of  the  plea  so  £eu*  as  it  relates  to  matters  peculiarly 
within  the  knowledge  of  the  Plaintiffs. 

The  Plaintiffs  had  the  fullest  means  of  knowing  the  state  of  the 
accounts,  and  what  balance  of  the  purchase-money  was  due  from 
HigginB  at  the  time  of  the  Award.  If  more  was  owing  than  was 
covered  by  the  BiUs,  that  £Eu;t  should  have  come  from  the  Plaintiffs 
by  way  of  replication.  In  the  state  of  the  pleadings  it  must  be 
taken  that  the  only  unpaid  part  of  the  purchase-money  was  that 
which  was  secured  by  the  Bills.  This  being  so,  it  does  not  appear 
that  there  is  any  ground  for  the  objection  that  the  Court  could  not 
do  complete  and  final  justice  between  the  parties  upon  the  equi- 
table plea  because  Siggins  was  not  before  them.  If  the  Defendant 
liad  been  compelled  to  pay  the  full  amount  of  the  Bills,  he  would 
-of  course  have  had  a  remedy  over  against  Higgins  ;  and  if  a  Bill 
had  been  filed  by  the  Defendant  to  restrain  the  Plaintiff  from 
issuing  execution  upon  a  judgment  for  the  £4,606,  and  Siggins 
had  been  made  a  party  to  the  suit^  what  equity  could  he  possibly 
have  urged  against  the  Defendant  ?  The  plea,  therefore,  consti- 
tutes a  good  equitable  defence  to  the  action,  so  far  as  relates  to  the 

(1)  6  B.  &  C.  302. 
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J.  C.       sum  of  £4,606;    and  their  Lordships  will  reoommend  to  Her 
1869       Majesty  that  the  judgment  appealed  from  be  affirmed,  and  th& 
MuBFET     appeal  dismissed  with  costs. 

Glabs.  Solicitors  for  the  Appellants :  Murray  d  Huichins. 

Solicitors  for  the  Respondent :  JSdmer,  Bdbinsony  &  Stoneham. 


^'^*      WILLLOI  CRAWLEY  STAGE Appbllaut; 


18^  AJSD 

^±^'      WILLIAM  MORRISON  GRIFFITH    •    .    .    .    Respondbht. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OP  ST.  HELENA. 

AeUon  for  libd — Privileged  Oommunication — Trial — Misdirection — Verdict^ 
Damages — Leave  to  appeal  on  special  terms — Staying  Execittion* 

Action  by  an  Assistant  Master  of  the  Government  School  at  St.  HeUnay 
against  the  CommandiDg  Officer,  a  member  of  the  Executive  Government  in 
that  Island,  for  a  libel  contained  in  a  Letter  written  by  the  Defendant  to  the 
Colonial  Secretary  of  the  Island,  stating  that  the  Plaintiff  was  drunk  and  dis- 
orderly at  a  certain  time  and  place.  At  the  trial  the  Letter  was  not  given  in 
evidence,  or  the  publication  proved,  but  the  Judge'told  the  jury  that  they  had 
to  find,  whether  it  was  a  privileged  communication  or  not,  and  directed  them 
to  decide  whether  or  not  the  Defendant  had  taken  sufficient  care  to  ascertain 
the  truth  of  the  statement  made  to  the  Colonial  Secretary,  and  upon  this  it 
would  be  for  him  to  decide  whether  the  Defendant's  oommunication  was  a  pri- 
vileged one  or  not  The  jury  found  for  the  Plaintiff  with  damages,  and  the 
Judge,  a  few  days  afterwards,  gave  judgment  concurring  with  the  verdict : — 

HtldfihsX  the  proceedings  were  altogether  irregular,  and  judgment  arrested, 
the  Judge  having  taken  upon  himself  the  functions  of  the  jury,  first,  in 
leaving  it  to  them  to  determine  whether  the  alleged  libel  was  contained  in 
an  official  document  and  a  privileged  communication ;  and,  secondly,  in  not 
leaving  it  to  them  to  say  whether  the  Letter,  if  published,  was  bond  fide ;  and 
if  so  found,  then  it  was  for  him  to  determine  whether,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, it  was  not  a  privileged  communication. 

The  Defendant  did  not  apply  to  the  Court  below  for  a  new  trial,  bat  npon 
special  application  for  leave,  the  Judicial  Committee,  after  hearing  Counsel 
on  both  sides,  allowed  the  appeal  on  the  ground  of  the  Judge's  misdirection : — 

Heldf  that  it  was  too  late  at  the  hearing  to  object,  that  the  Appellant  ought 
to,  have  applied  to  the  Court  below  for  a  new  trial. 

In  granting  special  leave  to  appeal  from  a  judgment  in  an  action  in  which 


*  Present : — ^Lobd  Cbslmsfobd,  Sib  Jahbs  William  Colvilb,  and  Sib  Josefb 
Nafieb. 


V. 

Griffith* 
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damages  were  awarded,  the  Judicial  Committee  imposed  terms  on  the  Peti-  j.  o. 

tioner,  in  addition  to  giving  security  for  costs,  to  find  security  for  the  amount  -j,«<. 

of  the  damages  awarded  by  the  jury,  and  upon  the  compliance  of  such  terms,  v^-v^ 

ordered  execution  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  to  be  stayed.  Stage 

1  HIS  was  an  action  for  libel,  in  which  the  Eespondent  was  Plain- 
tiff and  the  Appellant,  Defendant 

The  declaration,  as  amended,  alleged,  that  the  Defendant  falsely 
and  maliciously  wrote  and  published  of  the  Plaintiff,  in  a  letter 
addressed  to  the  Colonial  Secretary  of  the  Island  of  8t.  Helena,  that 
the  Plaintiff  was  drunk  and  disorderly  at  the  theatre,  at  Ladder 
HiU,  on  the  night  of  the  17th  of  October,  1866,  and  the  Plaintiff 
declared,  that  the  imputation  exposed  him,  as  Assistant  Master  of 
the  Goremment  Head  School,  to  the  censure  of  his  superiors, 
and  ultimately  to  suspension,  and  dismissal  from  his  situation  or 
appointment  under  the  Government. 

The  Defendant  pleaded  not  guilty. 

The  action  was  tried  before  the  Chief  Justice  PhelpB  and  a 
special  jury. 

It  appeared  from  the  evidence  at  the  trial,  that  the  Defendant, 
the  present  Appellant,  was  a  Colonel  in  the  Corps  of  Boyal  En- 
gineers, commanding  Her  Majesty's  troops  in  the  Island  of  St. 
Selena,  and,  ex  officio,  a  member  of  the  Executive  Council  in  that 
Island;  and  that  the  Plaintiff  (the  Bespondent)  was  Assistant- 
Master  in  charge  of  the  Government  Head  School  in  8t  Helena, 
having  been  provisionally  appointed  to  such  office  on  the  18th  of 
July,  1866.  That  on  the  17th  of  October,  1866,  a  theatrical  en- 
tertainment was  given  by  the  Defendant's  permission  at  a  theatre, 
within  the  Fort  of  the  Island,  by  the  Officers  and  men  of  the 
Boyal  Artillery.  The  Defendant  was  present  on  that  occasion, 
and  it  appeared  that  considerable  noise  and  disorderly  conduct 
took  place ;  and  on  his  complaining  to  Captain  KeUy,  the  senior 
officer  in  charge,  the  latter  told  him  that  two  of  his  men  had  re- 
ported to  him  that  the  Plaintiff  was  drunk,  and  was  the  cause  of 
it.  It  appeared  that  on  former  entertainments  complaints  of  dis- 
order had  arisen,  and  about  a  week  before  Captain  KeUy  had 
requested  that  a  Policeman  might  attend  to  keep  order,  and  on 
this  occasion  he  again  spoke  to  the  Defendant  on  that  subject,  who 
thereupon  thought  it  his  duty,  as  the  Officer  responsible,  to  wi-ite 


'<^ 
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J.  0.  a  Letter  to  Mr.  PenneB^  the  Colonial  Secretary  of  the  Idand,  le- 
1869  questing  the  attendance  of  a  Policeman  on  futore  occasions,  and 
Staob      communicated  to  him  the  statement  made  to  him  by  Captain 

GBsmm.    ^^^y>  ^  jtwtifjr  his  request. 
—  In  December,  1866,  the  Bespondent  commenced  an  action  of 

libel  against  the  Appellant  in  the  Supreme  Court  of  the  Island  in 
respect  of  this  Letter,  which  was  tried  on  the  10th  of  January, 
1867,  before  the  Honourable  WiHiam  IL  PheJps  (since  deceased), 
then  Chief  Justice,  and  a  special  jury,  but  as  the  jury  could  not 
agree,  they  were  discharged  without  giTing  a  verdict. 

The  Bespondent  then  brought  a  second  action  against  the  Ap- 
pellant, the  result  of  which  was  the  subject  of  the  present  appeal 

The  action  was  tried  on  the  1st  of  May,  1867,  when  evidence 
was  given  of  the  alleged  libel,  but  the  Letter  containing  it  was  not 
produced. 

At  the  close  of  the  Plaintiff's  case  the  Defendant's  Counsel 
submitted  to  the  Judge  that  the  libel  was  not  proved,  that  4b 
Letter  was  a  privileged  communication,  and  that  there  was  no 
evidence  of  malioe,  but  the  Judge  declined  to  stop  the  case.  The 
Judge,  in  his  summing  up,  observed  that  there  were  certain  points 
which  he  would  reserve  to  himself  to  decide,  but  there  was  one 
point  which  he  would  put  to  the  jury,  and  he  told  the  jury  that  it 
was  unnecessary  to  read  to  them  the  evidence  before  him  unless 
they  wished  it ;  that  they  had  to  find  whether  the  Letter  was  a 
privileged  communication,  or  not ;  that  the  only  evidence  given  of 
it  was  by  Mr.  PenneU;  that  there  was  not  a  tittle  of  evidence  to 
shew  personal  or  express  malice,  or  of  special  damage  to  the 
Plaintiff;  and  he  directed  them  to  decid<B,  whether  or  not  the 
Defendant  had  taken  sufficient  care  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  his 
statement  to  the  Colonial  Secretary,  and  upon  this  it  would  be  for 
him  to  decide  whether  the  Defendant's  communication  was  a  pri- 
vileged one  or  not,  if  they  found  he  had  not^  it  would  be  for  them 
to  consider  and  regulate  the  amount  of  damages. 

The  jury  asked  to  be  shewn  the  original  Letter  written  by  the 
Defendant  to  the  Colonial  Secretary,  but  the  Judge  said  it  was 
wholly  unnecessary,  whereupon  the  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the 
Bespondent^  with  £450  damages. 

On  the  13th  of  May,  1867,  the  Chief  Justice  gave  judgment  for 
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the  Plaintiffy  aUegisg  the  following  reasons: — That  from  the       XO. 
Colonial  Secretary's  evidence  he  was  aware  that  the  Defendant  had        1369 
written  a  Letter  to  the  Colonial  Secretary  to  the  effect  that  OrijffUh,       stage 
the  Bespondent^  was  intoxicated,  and  he  was  unable  to  reconcile    Qstmru. 

this  with  the  evidence  that  he  had  done  nothing  to  injure  Qriffith;       

that  the  Defendant  had  the  best  legal  advice  obtainable,  yet  the 
note  was  not  produced,  nor  a  copy  of  it ;  that  if  the  Government 
had  not  given  up  the  Defendant's  name  as  the  author  of  the  report 
about  Qriffith  no  power  on  earth  could  have  compelled  it;  the 
Letter  not  being  produced  he  was  unable  to  compare  it  with  the 
words  of  the  declaration  in  order  to  verify  them,  but  he  presumed 
the  libel  to  have  been  fully  proved,  and  gave  judgment  for  the 
Plaintiff. 

Application  was  made  to  the  Court  below  for  leave  to  appeal, 
which  the  Judge  reftised.  The  Defendant  then  presented  a  special 
petition  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  for  leave  to  appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court  of  8t.  EJelena.  The  petition  alleged, 
that  in  making  the  report  contained  in  the  Letter  addressed  by 
the  Defendant  to  the  Colonial  Secretary,  the  Defendant  acted  solely 
in  the  land  fde  discharge  of  his  duty,  and  without  any  malicious 
motive  whatever ;  that  owing  to  the  strong  local  prejudice,  and  an 
impression  that  Grovemment  would  have  to  pay  the  costs  and 
damages,  if  any,-  of  the  action,  it  was  impossible  for  him  to  obtain 
a  fair  and  impartial  trial;  that  the  direction  of  the  Judge  was 
erroneous,  and  the  verdict  against  evidence ;  that  by  the  Order  in 
Council  of  the  13th  of  February,  1839,  an  appeal  from  a  judgment 
of  the  Supreme  Court  of  St  Helena  is  only  allowed  in  respect  of 
any  matter  above  the  amount  or  value  of  £500  sterling,  and  he, 
therefore,  prayed  for  special  leave  to  appeal  &om  the  above  judg- 
ment of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  that  the  Plaintiff  might  in  the 
meantime,  and  pending:  the  appeal,  be  restrained  from  takinir  any 

Mr.  Field,  Q.O.,  for  the  Petitioner :—  ^- ^' 

1867 

The  subject  matter  of  the  suit  being  under  £500,  the  appealable 
value  limited  by  the  Order  in  Council  of  the  13th  of  February, 

*  Present: — Lobd  Caibnb,  Sib  Jaues  William  Colvils,  Sir  Edwabd 
Vaughan  Williams,  and  Sm  Biohabd  Toanr  Eindbbslbt. 


No9.  26. 
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J.  0.       1839,  the  Court  below  had  no  powei?  to  give  leave  to  appeal 

1869       There  is  only  one  Judge  in  the  Island,  and  he  aits  in  the  Court  of 

^^      appeal.    The  case,  however,  discloses  such  errors  in  law  as,  I  sub- 

^    T: mit,  entitle  the  Petitioner  to  the  benefit  of  the  discretion  vested 

'     in  this  Tribunal  under  the  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  41,  s.  4.    The  Judge 

misdirected  the  jury.    The  whole  proceedings  were  irregular. 

Mr.  Butter  Biffhy,  appeared  for  the  Bespondent,  and  opposed  the 
application. 

Lord  Caibns  : — 

A  question  of  considerable  importance  arises  on  this  applicatioB, 
namely,  whether  a  Letter  written  by  the  Petitioner  to  the  Colonial 
Secretary  was  a  privileged  document  That  point  seems  to  hare 
been  utterly  overlooked  by  the  Judge,  who  left  the  whole  case  to 
the  jury.  Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  leave  to  appeal 
ought  to  be  granted,  that  this  question  may  be  properly  dete^ 
mined.  Leave  will,  however,  be  granted  upon  special  terms,* 
namely,  that  the  Petitioner  give  the  usaal  security  for  the  Be- 
spondent's  costs  of  appeal,  and  also  deposit  with  the  Registrar  the 
amount  of  the  damages  awarded ;  the  Plaintiff  to  enter  into  an 
undertaking  to  suspend  the  execution  of  the  judgment. 

By  an  Order  in  Council  made  thereon,  leave  was  given  to  pro- 
secute the  appeal  upon  the  terms  of  the  Appellant's  depositing 
£300  for  costs,  and  giving  security  for  payment  of  the  sum  of 
£450,  the  amount  of  the  damages  awarded  in  the  action,  the  Be- 
spondent undertaking  at  the  same  time  to  suspend  all  proceedings 
in  the  action  pending  the  appeal. 

The  appeal  having  abated  by  the  death  of  the  Appellant,  waSt 
by  an  Order  in  Council,  revived  by  his  Widow,  his  administratrix 
and  personal  representative,  and  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Ths  Attorney-General  (Shr  B.  P.  (Mier),  and  Mr.  Archibald,  for 
the  Appellant : — 

It  is  manifest  that  the  verdict  cannot  be  supported.  The  alleged 
libel  was  contained  in  an  official  communication  by  Staee  to  the 
Colonial  Secretary  of  the  Island.    It  was  a  privileged  communica- 


Qbutith. 
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tion.  Even  if  it  liad  not  been  an  official  report,  it  would  have  J.  0. 
been  equally  privileged.  [Sib  Joseph  Napier: — ^In  the  recent  1869 
case  of  M^Mveney  v.  (hnndlan  (1),  the  question  of  the  privilege  Stack 
of  a  pubUc  document  is  elaborately  treated.]  It  was  undoubtedly 
an  official  report,  and  therefore  a  privileged  communication.  [Lord 
Chelmsford  : — The  strange  part  of  the  case  is,  that  the  Letter 
was  not  given  in  evidence  at  the  triaL  The  rule  as  to  the  admis- 
sion as  evidence  of  public  documents  is  correctly  laid  down  by 
Lord  MUnborough  in  Anderson  v.  HamiUon  (2),  that  an  extract  of 
a  Letter  cannot  be  received,  and  that  even  if  the  whole  of  the 
Letter  was  tendered,  if  it  is  an  official  one  it  is  not  receivable  in 
evidence.]  The  Judge  misdirected  the  jury,  first,  in  telling  them 
that  they  had  to  find  whether  the  Letter  was  a  privileged  commu- 
nication or  not ;  and,  secondly,  in  teUing  them  that  the  question 
they  had  to  decide  was,  whether  the  Defendant  had  taken  sufficient 
care  to  ascertain  the  truth  of  the  alleged  libel.  The  proceedings 
were  altogether  irregular.  No  evidence  whatever  was  given  at  the 
trial  of  the  writing  or  publication  by  the  Defendant  of  the  libel. 
There  is,  moreover,  a  substantial  difference  between  the  libel  in 
evidence  at  the  trial  and  that  set  out  in  the  declaration :  there  was 
no  evidence  of  malice.  There  ought  to  have  been  a  nonsuit^  or 
arrest  of  judgment. 

Mr.  J.  Brown,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Butler  Biffhy,  for  the  Bespon- 
dent : — 

The  jury  were  right  in  their  verdict.  It  is  not  open  to  the 
Appellant  to  question  their  finding  upon  appeal.  If  he  was  dis- 
satisfied with  the  verdict^  he  should  have  applied  to  the  Court 
below  for  a  new  trial,  when  all  the  points  now  urged  could  have 
been  taken.  It  is  too  late  now,  as  these  objections  urged  do  not 
appear  on  the  record,  and  this  Court  cannot  entertain  them :  Devine 
V.  BoUoway  (3).  There  it  was  held  that  an  objection  not  raised  in 
the  Court  below  could  not  be  taken  in  the  appellate  Court,  and 
that  unless  it  was  patent  upon  the  £eu»  of  the  record  the  appellate 
Court  could  not  take  judicial  notice  of  it.  So  in  Kay  v.  Mar- 
shall  (4),  the  House  of  Lords  would  not  permit  parties  an  oppor- 

(1)  17  Ir.  C.  L.  Rep.  66.  (3)  14  Moore's  P.  0.  Cases,  290. 

(2)  8  Price,  244,  n.  (4)  8  CI.  &  F.  245. 
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J.  G.       tanity  to  raise  objections  not  taken  in  the  Court  below.    Now  the 

1869        present  appeal  is  substantially  either  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  or 

Stage      ^  enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant^  which  cannot  be  done.   [Lord 

Qmrrm     CJhelmsfobd: — ^We  haye  not  the  Chief  Justice's  notes,  who  is 

— »        dead,  but  special  leave  to  appeal  was  granted  by  this  Committee 

on  hearing  Counsel  on  both  sides.    Why  did  you  not  object  then 

upon  the  ground  you  now  insist  on  ?    It  is  too  late  now.]    XTpon 

the  merits,  then,  we  submit  that  the  Letter  containing  the  libel 

complained  of  was  not  a  privileged  communication,  the  Appellant 

was  under  no  duty,  legal  or  moral,  to  make  such  a  conununication. 

Even  if  prima  facie  privileged,  it  was  sufficienUy  proved  that  the 

Appellant  was  actuated  by  malice,  and  the  evidence  of  malice  was 

properly  left  to  the  jury. 

Lord  Chelmsford  : — 

A  preliminary  objection  has  been  taken  on  behalf  of  the  Be^n- 
dent  that  in  this  case  an  appeal  will  not  lie,  because  there  was  no 
application  made  in  the  Court  below  for  a  new  trial.  But  an  ap- 
plication was  made  to  this  Committee  ior  leave  to  appeal,  and  that 
application  was  attended  by  Counsel  on  both  sides.  Their  Lord- 
ships heard  the  matter  folly  argued,  and,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, thought  that  leave  ought  to  be  granted.  It  is  therefore 
impossible  that  at  this  stage  of  the  proceeding  there  can  be  any 
valid  objection  raised  to  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 

The  proceedings  in  8t.  Bdena  were  certainly  of  a  most  extra- 
ordinary character.  The  action  was  brought  originally  upon  an 
alleged  libel,  that  the  Defendant  had  published  a  false,  &a,  report 
according  to  the  tenor  and  effect  following,  f  .e.,  ^  that  the  Plaintiff 
was  said  to  be  in  a  state  of  intoxication  on  the  17th  of  October, 
1866."  There  was  a  demurrer  to  that  declaration,  and  after 
hearing  the  parties  the  Judge  ordered  the  demurrer  to  be  with- 
drawn and  the  declaration  to  be  amended,  with  costs.  The 
declaration  was  amended,  and  it  is  now  in  this  form : — ^*  That  the 
Defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  wrote  and  published  of  the 
Plaintiff  in  a  certain  note  addressed  to  the  Colonial  Secretary  of 
the  Island,  that  he,  Mr.  Oriffithf  was  drunk  and  disorderly  at  the 
theatre  at  Ladder  Hitt  on  the  night  of  the  17th  of  October,  1866.'' 

The  cause  was  tried  by  a  special  jury,  and  their  Lordships  are  at 
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a  loss  to  understand  how  and  where  some  of  the  witnesses  were  J.O. 

examined.    Before  the  evidence  of  Captain  KeUy  there  appear  in  1869 

the  report  of  the  proceedings  the  words  *'  In  Chambers/'  and  the  grl^ 

date,  February  26th,  1867 ;  and  before  the  evidence  of  Colonel    ^    *: 

"  vrBlFFITU. 

Siaee  the  same  words,  and  the  date,  15th  of  April,  1867.  The  rest  — 
of  the  evidence  is  headed '^^m  Primus"  It  appears,  therefore, 
that  a  portion  of  the  evidence  upon  this  jury  trial  was  taken  by 
the  Judge  in  his  private  room  (whether  it  was  read  to  the  jury  is 
nowhere  stated),  and  only  part  of  the  witnesses  were  examined  in 
the  presence  of  the  jory.  What  is  still  more  extraordinary  is,  that 
Captain  EeHy^s  evidence  was  taken  before  the  first  declaration,  the 
one  that  was  demurred  to  and  amended,  had  been  filed,  which  was 
not  till  the  4ih  of  March,  1867.  The  amended  declaration  was 
dated  the  5th  of  April,  and  the  issue  was  only  joined  between  the 
parties  on  the  15th  of  April. 

The  conduct  of  the  Judge  at  the  trial  seems  to  have  been  equally 
remarkable.  According  to  the  statement  of  Mr.  OrijffUh,  the  Plain- 
tiff, in  an  affidavit  produced  at  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  evidence 
was  given  at  the  trial  of  malice  and  of  damage,  those  being  the  two 
points  submitted  by  the  Judge  for  the  consideration  of  the  jury 
upon  the  trial  of  both  actions  (the- jury  having  been  discharged  on 
the  first  trial),  and  the  Judge  stated  it  was  for  him  to  consider 
whether  the  libel  was  proved  or  not.  Before  the  jury  could  find  a 
verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  the  Judge  must  have  told  them  that,  in 
his  opinion,  the  letter  written  by  Defendant  was  a  libel,  and  that 
the  Defendant  was  liable  for  it.  Accordingly,  the  jury  found  a 
verdict  for  the  Plaintiff,  with  damages  to  the  amount  of  £450. 
The  Judge  gave  his  judgment  a  few  days  afterwards,  saying  that 
he  entirely  concurred  with  the  verdict,  that  the  Defendant  had  all 
the  advantages  that  could  be  obtained,  and  that  he  was  of  opinion, 
having  carefully  looked  over  the  evidence,  that  the  libel  was  clearly 
proved,  and  he  gave  judgment  for  the  Plaintiff. 

Now,  the  Judge  seems  to  have  taken  upon  himself  the  functions 
of  the  jury,  and  to  have  entirely  neglected  his  own  duty,  because 
there  were  most  important  legal  considerations  in  this  case,  all  of 
which  it  was  his  bounden  duty  to  have  decided.  In  the  first  place, 
it  was  necessary  at  the  trial  that  the  Judge  should  have  determined 
whether  the  Letter  to  the  Colonial  Secretary  was  not  privileged  as 
an  official  communication.    If  the  Judge  was  of  opinion — and  he 
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J.  0.       ought  to  have  expressed  an  opinion  on  the  subject — ^that  the  De- 

1869       fendant's  note  was  an  official  communication,  which,  on  public 

Staoi      gtoundsy  ought  not  to  be  disclosed,  no  evidence  could  have  been 

CrBiniTH      &^^^  of  the  contents  of  it.    In  a  case  of  Anderson  v.  EdmiUan  (1), 

Lord  Mlenhorough  said :  "  It  is  said  that  the  feet  that  there  has 

been  a  complaint  made  against  the  Defendant  by  the  Plaintiff  to 
Lord  Liverpool  is  the  only  &ct  sought  to  be  put  in  evidence  on 
this  occasion,  but  it  is  not  competent  to  the  Plaintiff  to  get  at  that 
fistct  if  it  be  embodied  in  an  official  Letter.  Neither  can  an  extract 
of  such  a  Letter  be  admitted,  for  the  Plaintiff  must  be  entitled  to 
the  whole  or  none,  and  I  think  that  the  whole  of  this  Letter  is  not 
admissible  on  account  of  the  objections  taken  by  the  Counsel  for 
the  Plaintiff."  It  was  therefore  absolutely  necessary,  before  any 
evidence  of  the  contents  of  this  Letter  was  admitted,  that  the  Judge 
should  determine  that  it  was  not  an  official  communication,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  Colonial  Secretary  was  bound  to  disclose  it 
But  the  Colonial  Secretary  having  declined  to  produce  the  Letter 
on  account  of  its  official  character,  according  to  the  authority  of 
the  above  case,  and  according  to  common  sense  and  reason,  the 
Plaintiff  could  not  get  at  the  contents  in  the  absence  of  the  original, 
as  it  was  the  contents  which  on  public  grounds,  were  not  to  be 
disclosed. 

We  will  presently  consider  what  was  the  effect  of  the  evidence, 
if  admissible  and  admitted.  But  there  was  another  question  in 
the  case,  also  of  great  importance,  which  it  was  the  province  of 
the  Judge  to  decide,  that  is,  whether  the  letter  in  question  was 
not  a  privileged  communication  ?  Now  upon  the  question  whether 
an  alleged  libel  is  a  privileged  communication  or  not>  the  proper 
course  at  the  trial  is  this : — The  Judge  is  bound  to  ask  the  jury 
whether  the  matter  was  published  hondfiie.  If  they  come  to  the 
conclusion  that  it  was,  then  it  is  for  the  Judge  to  say  whether, 
under  all  the  circumstances,  it  is  or  is  not  a  privileged  communi- 
cation. 

The  Judge  in  this  case  seems  never  in  the  slightest  degree  to 
have  considered  these  important  questions,  upon  which  the  case 
entirely  turned,  but,  taking  upon  himself  the  duty  of  the  jury,  and 
determiniag  that  which  the  jury  alone  could  determine,  he  told 
them  that  in  his  opinion  the  libel  was  proved. 

Q)  8  Price,  244,  n. 
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The  Judge  having  thus  assumed  functions  which  did  not  belong  J.  0. 
to  him,  went  entirely  wrong  in  his  conclusion  upon  the  fact.  The  1869 
only  evidence  (because  the  Letter  written  to  the  oflBcial  Visitors  ^^ 
by  the  Colonial  Secretary  was  not  evidence  in  the  case) — ^the  only 
evidence,  supposing  it  could  be  admitted  in  consequence  of  the 
Judge  being  of  opinion  that  the  Defendant's  letter  was  not  an 
official  communication,  was  that  of  Mr.  PenneUy  who  said,  *'  Colonel 
Staee  infprmed  me  by  that  letter,  that  Captain  KeBy  had  reported 
you  drunk  on  the  17th  of  October."  Now  this  evidence  would 
have  supported  the  declaration  as  it  originally  stood,  but  it  cer- 
tainly did  not  prove  the  alleged  words  in  the  amended  declaration, 
that  the  Defendant  falsely  and  maliciously  wrote  and  published  of 
the  Plaintiff,  that  he  was  drunk  and  disorderly  at  the  theatre. 
For  it  is  a  very  different  thing  to  write  of  a  person  that  the  Writer 
had  been  told  he  had  been  drunk  and  disorderly,  and  that  he 
actually  was  drunk  and  disorderly  upon  a  particular  occasion. 

There  has,  therefore,  been  a,  complete  failure  of  justice  in  this 
case — a  complete  misunderstanding  on  the  part  of  the  J.udge  of 
what  his  duty  was,  and  an  entire  misleading  of  the  jury.  Their 
verdict  is  one  which  ought  never  to  have  been  given,  and  of  which 
it  is  to  be  regretted  that  the  Judge  should  have  expressed  his 
approval. 

Under  these  circumstances  their  Lordships  can  only  come  to 
the  conclusion,  that  this  judgment  ought  not  to  stand.  The  proper 
course  to  have  pursued  would  probably  have  been  to  quash  the 
whole  proceedings,  and  to  fix  the  Bespondent  with  the  costs  (at 
least  of  the  appeal)  ;  but  as  Colonel  Staee  is  dead,  and  the  Counsel 
for  his  Widow  have  stated  that  they  do  not  wish  to  press  for  costs, 
with  their  consent  we  have  agreed  to  recommend  to  Her  Majesty 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  8t  Helena  should  be 
arrested,  the  parties  paying  their  own  costs  of  this  appeal. 

By  the  Order  in  Council  made  on  the  appeal,  it  was  ordered 
that  the  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court  of  8t.  Helena  be  arrested 
on  each  party  paying  their  costs  of  the  appeal. 

Solicitors  for  the  Treasury  for  the  Appellant. 
Solicitor  for  the  Bespondent :  0.  B,  8.  Hooper. 

You  IL  3  2  N 
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J.c*      BELISLE  DU  BOULAT  and  Others  .     .     .     Appellahts; 

1869  AND 

jfoiSTii    JULES    HtNt    HERMlfeNEGILDE    DU  )     ^ 
~  BOULAY }     «=^o^^^- 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OF  APPEALS  FOR  THE 

WINDWARD  ISLANDS. 

Saint  Lucia — Old  French  Law — Ordonnances  of  1555  and  1803 — Begistraticn 
in  the  Idand — Family  7iame,  property  in — Assumption  of,  by  Stinnger-^ 
Action  to  restrain  use  o/^-English  Law  on  cusumption  of  name. 

According  to  the  Law  in  force  in  Saint  Lucia  at  the  time  of  the  conqn^ 
and  capitulation  of  that  Island  in  1803,  a  family  has  no  such  property  in 
their  patronymic  name  as  to  entitle  them  to  bring  a  civil  action  in  the  Island 
for  a  declaration  that  the  name  exclusively  belongs  to  them,  and  to  prohibit 
a  stranger,  who  had  assumed  their  name,  from  bearing  or  using  it 

The  French  Ordonnance  of  1555,  not  having  been  registered,  never  became 
part  of  the  Law  of  France,  affecting  her  Colonies. 

The  French  Ordonnance  of  the  11th  of  April,  1803,  prohibiting  a  change 
of  name,  except  under  certain  prescribed  formalities  there  enacted,  not  having 
been  introduced  in  Saint  Lucia^  forms  no  part  of  the  Law  prevailing  in  that 
Island. 

Semble :  Long  acquiescence  by  the  members  of  a  family  in  the  assumption 
of  their  family  name  by  a  stranger  would,  even  if  such  an  action  lay^  operate 
as  a  bar  to  a  suit  to  prohibit  him  from  bearing  or  using  such  name  so  acquired 
by  reputation. 

In  England  the  assumption  of  a  name,  the  patronymic  of  a  family,  by  a 
stranger,  who  had  never  before  been  called  by  that  name,  is  not  the  subject 
of  a  civil  action,  as  by  the  English  Law  there  is  no  right  of  property  in  a 
person  to  the  use  of  a  particular  name,  to  the  extent  of  enabling  him  to  pro- 
vent  the  assumption  of  his  name  by  another. 

Aliter,  as  to  the  exclusive  use  of  a  name  in  connection  with  a  trade  or 
business,  which  right  is  recognised,  and  a  party  assuming  it  oolourably  or 
otherwise,  being  an  invasion  of  another's  rights,  is  a  fraud,  for  which  a  remedy 
lies  either  at  Law  or  Equity. 

X  HE  Appellants  instituted  a  suit  in  the  Boyal  Court  at  Saint 
Lucia  against  the  Bespondent  for  a  declaration,  that  the  name  of 
JDu  Boulay  assumed  by  him  belonged  to  them  and  their  family, 


*  Present : — ^Lobd  Chelhsfobd,  Sm  James  William.  Colvilk,  Sm  Robert 
PHnjiiMORB  (Dean  of  the  Abches  and  Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Ad- 
miraltt),  The  Lobd  Justice  Sslwyn,  and  The  Lord  Justice  Giffabd. 
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•sjid  to  prohibit  the  Bespondent  from  bearing  or  using  the  name  of       J.  0. 
Du  Bmday.    By  the  judgment  of  that  Court  it  was  held,  that  the        1869 
name  of  Du  BovJay  belonged  to  the  Appellants  and  their  family,    xhj  Boulay 
and  the  Respondent  was  prohibited  from  taking,  bearing,  or  signing  j^  boclat 

in  future  the  name  of  Du  Boulay  ;  and  it  was  further  ordered,  that       

the  name  of  Du  Boulay  should  cease  to  be  recognised  as  the  sur- 
name in  signing  all  deeds,  registers,  and  other  documents,  both 
public  and  private,  executed  by  the  Respondent.  This  judgment 
was  reyersed  by  the  Court  of  appeal  for  the  Windward  laUmds, 
principally  on  the  ground,  that  the  French  Ordormancea  of  1555  and 
the  11th  of  April,  1803  (1),  with  respect  to  the  change  of  names,  did 
not  form  part  of  the  law,  and  was  not  in  force,  in  the  Island.  The 
4tppeal  was  from  this  judgment  of  reversal,  and  the  sole  point  at 
issue  raised  by  the  appeal  was  the  right  of  the  Respondent  to  use 
the  name  of  Du  Botday. 

The  facts  of  the  case  giving  rise  to  the  suit  were  these : —        , 
The  Appellants,  Father  and  Brothers,  were  members  of  a  family 
long  resident  in  the  Island  of  Saint  Ltuna,  who  had  for  many  gene- 
rations used  and  been  called  by  the  name  of  Du  Boulay. 

The  Respondent  was  bom  on  the  17th  of  February,  1835,  and 
was  the  illegitimate  Son  of  a  Mulatto  woman  named  Rose,  who  was 
formerly  a  Slave  of  the  Du  Boviay  family.  Rose  was  manumitted 
in  1831,  and  was  in  the  Aele  d^Affranchissement  registered  in 
respect  of  such  manumission,  named  and  described  as  Bose  only, 
and  in  the  Acte  de  Nadsaanee  of  the  Respondent,  the  Respondent's 


(1)  The  principal  Articles  relating  to 
this  question  contained  in  the  Ordon-' 
nance  of  the  11th  of  April,  1803,  are 
«8  follows : — 

Art  4.  "  Toide  penonne  qui  aura 
qudque  ration  de  changer  de  nam  en 
aJdressera  la  demande  motivSe  au  Gau" 
vemementJ' 

Art.  6.  "Le  Oouvemement  prononeera 
dans  la  forme  prfyenU  pour  lee  rkgU" 
mente  dadminietration  pMique,^ 

Art  6.  *'  ffil  admet  la  demande  U 
aitthorieera  le  changement  de  nom  par 
un  arret  rendu  dan$  la  m^ne  forme^ 
fiiaie  qui  n^aura  eon  execution  gu^apree 


la  revolution  d^une  ann/e,  d  compter  du 
jour  de  eon  insertion  au  bulletin  des 
his.'' 

Art  7.  "Pendant  le  oours  de  eette 
annSe  touts  personne  y  ayani  droit  sera 
admis  a  presenter  requite  au  Oouveme- 
ment  pour  obtenir  la  revocation  de 
VarrSi^  authorisant  le  changement  de 
nom,  et  cette  revocation  sera  provumcSe 
par  le  gouvemement  iU  juge  Vopposi- 
tionfondh^  &c 

See  Medvny  JRep.  de  Jur.  veria 
^Nomf  Dictionnaire  du  Notariat, 
8.  2,  "  Des  Changements  de  Noms^ 

3  2  N  2 
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J.  C.       Mother  was  referred  to  by  the  name  of  JSose,  bat  it  appeared  that 

1869        before  his  birth  and  for  twenty-three  years  before  her  death  she 

Du  BouLAT  had  adopted  and  used  the  surname  of  Du  Boulay,  and  that  the 

Du  BouijLT   ^^po^dent  was  formerly  known  by  the  name  of  Juies  Bini  Ber^ 

"-^        mSfUgildey  without  surname  in  either  case,  and  that  it  was  not  until 

he  reached  the  age  of  sixteen  that  he  assumed  the  name  of  Dtf- 

Boiday,  which  his  Mother  had  assumed,  and  continued  to  hear  until 

her  death,  which  occurred  in  the  year  1854.    The  Bespondent 

was  in  no  way  related  to  the  family  of  the  Du  Boulays. 

The  Appellants,  in  the  month  of  July,  1864,  sent  to  the  Be* 
spondent  a  Letter  calling  upon  him  to  abandon  the  name  of  2>» 
BovHay^  so  usurped  by  him.  In  reply  the  Bespondent  admitted 
that  he  claimed  no  relationship  with  their  family,  but  declined  to- 
abandon  the  name  of  Du  Boulay. 

In  consequence  of  such  refusal  the  Appellants,  on  the  2l8t  of 
April,  1865,  instituted  a  suit  against  the  Bespondent  in  the  Boyal 
Court  of  Saint  Lueia,  praying  that  the  Bespondent  might  hence- 
forth be  prohibited  from  taking,  bearing,  or  signing  such  name. 

After  tftking  evidence  shewing  the  right  of  the  Appellants  to  the 
use  of  the  name  of  Du  Boulay^  and  the  assumption  of  that  name 
by  the  Bespondent^  and  by  his  Mother,  in  the  year  1841,  J,  Q^ 
Porter  AtthiU,  the  Chief  Justice  of  the  Boyal  Court  of  Saint 
Lucia,  pronounced  judgment  in  favour  of  the  Appellants  in  the 
following  terms : — "  The  Court  orders  and  decides  that  the  name  of 
Du  Boulay  belongs  tx)  the  Plaintififs  and  family,  with  defence  and 
prohibition  to  Jules  Bine  HermSnSgilde,  alias  Herman  Du  Boulay, 
to  take,  bear,  and  sign  in  future  the  name  of  Du  Boulay  under  all 
the  pains  and  penalties  of  the  law,  and  the  Court  further  ordeis 
and  directs,  that  the  name  of  Du  Boulay  shall  cease  to  be  recog^ 
nised  as  the  surname  of  the  signing  party  in  all  deeds,  registers,  and 
other  documents,  both  public  and  private,  signed  by  the  Defen- 
dant, or  wherein  he  figures  as  Du  Boulay.    And  thereupon  the 
Court  authorizes  the  Plaintiffs  to  cause  the  present  decree  to  be 

•  

published  in  the  Official  Gazette  and  Newspapers  of  the  Island  at 
the  expense  of  the  Defendant.  The  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  De- 
fendant." 

The  present  Bespondent  appealed  fix)m  this  judgment  to  the 
Court  of  appeal  for  the  Windward  Islands,  and  in  his  case  on  appeal 
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sabmittedy  first,  that  the  Appellants'  proper  name  was  Comibert;*      J.C. 
second,  that  they  had  assumed  a  status  which  was  not  conformable        id69 
to  the  titles  of  their  birth ;  third,  that  the  Bespondent's  Mother   dx7  Boulay 
had  borne  publicly  and  peaceably  the  name  of  Du^BovJay  from  the  p^  boulat 

year  1831  to  1854,  a  period  of  twenty-three  years ;  fdurth,  that        

the  Bespondent's  Brother  had  borne  that  name  until  his  death  in 
1858,  and  that  his  legitimate  children  still  bore  the  same  name  in 
the  Island  of  Martinique;  fifth,  that  the  Bespondent  was  known 
and  called  by  that  name  by  all  his  friends  and  acquaintances ; 
dzth,  that  the  assumption  of  the  name  of  Du  BovHay,  sanctioned 
by  the  usage  of  such  length  of  time  as  to  give  it  a  permanent  cha- 
racter, was  not  the  result  of  mere  whim  and  caprice ;  seventh,  that 
there  was  no  Law  in  Englandy  nor  in  Saint  Ltuda,  governing  sur- 
names ;  eighth,  tliat  even  supposing  the  action  was  founded  on  the 
merits,  it  was  repelled  by  prescription ;  and  lastly,  that  the  decree 
of  the  Boyal  Court  forbidding  the  Bespondent  to  bear  and  sign  the 
jiame  of  Du  Boulay  was  erroneous  in  Law. 

The  appeal  was  heard  before  K  J.  Woodcoek,  Chief  Justice  of 
Tobaffo,  J.  F.  Greshamy  Chief  Justice  of  Grenada,  and  /.  G.  Porter 
AtthUly  Chief  Justice  of  Saint  Lucia.  The  Judges  difiered  in 
opinion.  The  majority  of  the  Court,  consisting  of  the  Chief  Justices 
of  Tobago  and  Grenada^  by  consent  of  the  parties,  gave  judgment, 
by  the  Hon.  H.  J.  Woodcock,  as  follows : — "  The  baneful  influence 
of  slavery  in  the  West  Indies,  under  which  the  possession  of  the 
Slave  rendered  the  unfortunate  bondswoman  the  mere  creature  of 
her  Master's  lust,  produced  a  race  degraded  by  the  Mother's  shame 
and  the  Father's  crime ;  although  this  class  for  many  years  were 
refused  an  entrance  within  the  circle  of  refined  society,  and  al- 
though the  law  denied  to  its  members,  as  being  illegitimate,  an 
inheritance,  the  present  suit  is  the  only  attempt  I  have  ever 
heard  of  to  deprive  them  or  their  progeny  of  a  name,  and  this 
after  thirty  years  of  emancipation,  and  after  the  Grandchildren 
and  Great-grandchildren  of  the  almost  forgotten  Slave  have,  by 
•education  and  integrity,  won  for  themselves  an  equal  place  with 
their  fellow-men.  Thank  Heaven,  I  know  of  no  Law  which  I  can 
be  "Called  on  to  administer  by  which  such  an  attempt  can  be  sup- 
ported.    The  present  Appellant  is  the  issue  of  a  manumitted 
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J.  0.  Slave,  and  has  assumed,  and  for  some  time  borne,  the  name  of  Du 
1869  BotUay,  and  the  present  suit  is  instituted  to  deprive  the  Appel- 
Du  BouLAT  ^t  of  this  patronymic.  And  the  Court  is  to  inquire,  whether 
Du  BouLAT  ^^^^^  ^  *^y  ^^  ^  force  in  SaitU  Lueia  by  which  the  object 
— ^  of  such  a  suit  can  be  attained.  It  was  stated  from  authority  at 
the  Bar,  that  there  was  a  time  when  in  France  names  were 
changed  without  any  solemnity,  but  such  a  latitude  was  prohibited 
by  an  OrdoTi/nanee  of  the  11th  of  April,  1803,  Without  any  hesita- 
tion, I  say  that  Ordcmnance  is  not  in  force  in  Saint  Lucia.  No  Ordon- 
nance  in  France  was  deemed  to  be  in  force  in  her  Colonies  unleas^ 
registered  there,  or  extended  to  the  Colonies  by  the  Order  of  the 
parent  State.  The  Cwdume  de  Paris  was  the  law  of  the  French 
Colonies,  but  why  ?  because  the  33rd  Article  of  the  arret  of  the 
''  Consea  d'J^at  du  Boir  of  May,  1664^  establishing  the  West  India 
Company,  expressly  declares  its  obligatory  effect  in  the  West  India 
Colonies,  as  it  had  been  established  in  the  French  Colonies  in  the 
East  The  Coutume  de  Paris  is  still  continued  as  the  law  of  Saint 
Lucia,  It  does  not  appear  that  the  Ordonnanee  of  the  11th  of  April, 
1803,  was  extended  by  its  terms,  or  by  any  other  Edict  of  the 
French  Government,  to  its  Colonies,  and  it  has  not  been  registered 
in  Saint  Ltieia.  The  history  of  Saint  Lucia  throws  some  further 
light  on  this  subject  About  two^  months  after  the  passing  of  the^ 
Ordonnanee  of  1803,  that  is  to  say,  on  the  22nd  of  June,  1803, 
Saint  Luda  capitulated  to  the  British  arms  under  General  Qreenr 
jiddf  and  it  has  remained  a  British  Colony  ever  since.  Now, 
regard  being  had  to  the  unsettled  condition  of  Frwnce  in  its  state 
of  transition  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Ordonnanee,  to  the 
existence  of  war,  by  which  the  irregularity  in  the  communication 
then  existing  between  Europe  and  the  Antilles  was  necessarily  in* 
creased,  to  the  length  of  time  consumed  in  a  voyage  across  the 
Atlantic  in  those  days,  and  to  the  slowness  that  attends  on  all 
Government  action,  it  is  not  too  much  to  presume,  in  absence  of 
any  evidence  to  the  contrary,  that  this  Fidict  was  unheard  of  in 
Saint  Lucia  at  the  time  of  its  conquest  in  1803.  By  treating  a 
name  as  property  which  may  be  wrongfully  taken  from  another, 
as  would  seem  to  be  attempted  by  the  Bespondents  here,  one  com* 
mits  oneself  to  this  ridiculous  paradox.    A.  takes  from  B.  his  pro- 
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perty  while  B.  still  remains  in  possession  of  it.     The  Appellant        ^*  ^ 
takes  fix>m  Bespondents  their  snmamei  they  being  at  the  same  time        ^^^ 
in  the  possession  and  enjoyment  of  it.    I  do  not  deem  it  necessary    Do  Boulat 
to  prolong  the  present  inquiry  further.    I  can  come  to  no  other  du  Botilat. 
conclusion  than  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  be  reversed, 
with  the  costs  of  suit  there  and  in  this  Court." 

The  grounds  of  dissent  of  the  Chief  Justice  of  Saint  Lucia  were 
stated  by  him  in  these  terms : — **  The  case  has  been  extremely 
well  argued  both  before  this  Court  and  the  Court  below,  and  the 
discussion  of  it  has  enabled  me  to  reconcile  my  judgment  in  the 
Boyal  Court  with  my  present  view  of  the  case.  The  case  inyolves 
in  it  questions  of  infinite  importance  to  &miUes  having  their  domi- 
cil  of  origin  in  this  and  the  other  Islands  governed  by  the  French 
Law,  and  which  have  been  so  repeatedly  agitated  in  Courts  of  Law 
in  France  and  the  Colonies,  as  to  remove  any  di£Sculty  I  might 
have  felt  in  getting  at  the  justice  of  the  case.  The  two  learned 
Judges  forming  the  majority  of  the  Court  appear  to  have  conceived 
the  main  question  at  issue  to  be  between  an  ancient  Master  and 
his  Slave,  or  rather  between  a  Father  and  his  illegitimate  offspring, 
for  their  judgment  (as  prepared  by  Mr.  Justice  Woodcoclc)  is  prefEtced 
by  an  elaborate  dissertation  on  the  '  baneful  influence  of  slavery  in 
the  West  Indies^^  the  boundless  sensuality  of  the  Master,  and  the 
degrading  condition  of  the  bondswoman  and  her  issue  at  that  time.- 
It  is  not  extraordinary  that  the  learned  Judge  should  have  been 
guided  bj  this  only  small  and  purely  collateral  point  in  the  case, 
without  much  examination  into  the  cardiual  questions  and  the  real 
Law  of  it,  for  the  di£Sculty  which  an  English  Judge  has  to  over- 
come in  this  country  in  the  application  of  the  French  law  is 
indeed  immense.  It  would  be  superfluous  to  discuss  here  the 
many  questions  submitted  for  consideration  in  the  case,  inasmuch 
as  they  have  been  treated  in  a  sufficiently  clear  and  satisfactory 
style  by  Counsel  on  both  sides,  I  will,  therefore,  only  recur  to 
those  which  are  the  principal  grounds  of  my  judgment.  The  first 
is,  whether  Du  Bovlay  is  the  Family  or  patronymic  name  of  the 
Bespondents?  The  Appellant  contends,  that  the  Bespondents' 
family  name  is  Comibert  and  not  Du  Bauiay,  and  that  to  that 
lamily  name^  Comibert  (I  use  his  own  language),  has  been  added 
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J.  G.       the  sarname  of  Du  Boulay.    This  is  an  attempt  which  has  been, 

1869       however,  proved  nD8ncce8sful,[;for  the  very  documents  filed  both 

DuBouLAT  ^^  this  Court  and  the  Court  below  by  the  Appellant  himself 

Da  BouLAT  co^pl^  ^^^  tJ^®  pl®*  P^t  ^^  ^J  ^^  Counsel,  wherein  Du  Baulay 
' —  is  called  the  '  surname '  of  Bespondents'  family,  shew  clearly  that 
Du  Boulay  is  the  patronymic  name  of  the  Bespondents,  and 
that  their  family  have  been  in  the  possession  of  it  for  centuries, 
as  evidenced  by  the  numerous  authenticated  documents  produced 
by  the  Bespondents,  and  among  which  is  the  certificate  of  mar- 
riage of  the  late  Jean  Louis  ComSbert  Du  Baulay,  the  Father 
and  Grandfather  of  the  Bespondents,  who  was  at  that  time  thirty 
years  old,  and  was  represented  to  be  the  son  of  one  Jean  BafUde 
Comibert  Du  Baulay^  the  Great-grandfather  of  the  said  Bespon- 
dents, that  document  is  dated,  April,  1787.  It  is  useless  to  dwell 
any  longer  upon  a  question  which  has  been  so  admirably  simplified 
by  the  Appellant  himself;  suffice  it  to  observe,  that  surnames 
{'  sumoms ')  are  to-day  the  pride  of  families  that  live  in  countries 
where  the  French  law  prevails,  and  that  being  hereditary  they 
form  what  is  called  family  or  patronymic  names.  It  is  the  most 
valuable  patrimony  of  each  &mily ;  it  is  transmitted  by  the  Father 
to  the  Son ;  and  I  may  add,  without  fear  of  contradiction,  that  a 
family  or  patronymic  name  being  of  all  property  that  which  is 
the  least  within  commerce,  the  Law  prohibits  its  alienation  and 
usurpation.  (Vide  Merlin,  Bep.  de  Jut.  verbo  **Nom;"  Did.  du 
Notariai,  by  the  modern  Jurisconsults  of  France,  on  the  same 
head.)  Next  comes  a  question  of  some  more  importance,  viz., 
whether  a  family  or  patronymic  name  is  a  property,  and,  as  such, 
hereditary  ?  This  question  is  entitled  to  much  consideration,  it 
being  one  of  the  two  on  which  the  success  of  this  case  entirely 
rests.  In  principle,  the  name  of  a  family  is  a  real  right  consti- 
tuted for  the  benefit  and  advantage  of  that  family,  and  has  for  its 
exclusive  end  to  prevent  confusion  between  strangers  and  that 
family ;  it  emerges  from  the  law  of  nature,  which  is  ^  l^  Hemd^ 
and  forms  part  of  the  Common  Law  by  which  almost  all  the  de- 
terminations in  Courts  of  Law  are  guided.  I  have  minutely 
studied  the  leading  authorities  quoted  by  the  Counsel  of  the  Be- 
spondents on  this  important  point,  and  have  no  scruple  in  declaring 


DU  BOTOJLT. 
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my  concuirence  that  a  family  name  is  a  property  that  belongs  j.  o. 
to  that  family,  and  can  never  be  taken  by  persons  who  have  no  isG9 
right  to  it,  either  by  descent  or  inheritance.  The  civil  staitia  of  p^  bootiAt 
the  Citizens  (says  Merlin,  verba  '  EtcU  Civil ')  is  their  property,  and  ^^  ^; 
that  property  being  inviolable,  like  others,  must  be  submitted  to 
the  same  rules  and  to  the  same  forms.  This  general  rule  was  and 
is  still  adopted  and  followed  by  both  the  aneient  and  modem  legis- 
lation of  France,  and  must  be, '  ex  necessHale,'  applied  to  the  Courts 
of  Saint  Lueia,  which  are  still  governed  by  the  ancient  law  of  Franee 
in  all  matters  of  property  and  inheritance :  Did,  du  Notariai,  sect  3, 
*De  la  Propriiti  dee  Nomsf  Merlin,  Bep.  verbo  ^Ncm,  and  ^J^tai 
Civil f  Denisart,  Questions  JC Mat;  Decree  of  the  Court  of  Pam, 
in  LaeareUe  v.  Darien,  in  the  BiiHelin  Judidare,  June,  1859 ;  Latdesa 
Y.  Latdess,  Decree  of  the  Court  of  appeal  of  Martinique,  of  the 
14th  of  June,  1860,  confirming  a  judgment  of  the  Court  of  First 
Instance  of  that  Island  of  the  14th  of  February  in  the  same  year. 
As  I  have,  in  disposing  of  the  last  question,  made  allusion  to  the 
Law  that  governs  property  and  inheritance  in  this  Island,  it  would 
be  perhaps  well  to  offer  a  short  gloss  upon  that  Law.  On  the 
26th  of  May,  1796,  when  Saini  Lucia  was  surrendered  to  the 
British  arms,  a  change  was  made  in  the  formation  of  its  Courts  of 
Law,  which  was  then  deemed  necessary  to  be  adapted  to  the  wants 
and  circumstances  of  the  Colony,  but  that  new  scheme  was  no  sooner 
put  into  operation  than  it  was  found  not  to  answer,  and  in  or  about 
the  beginning  of  the  month  of  July,  1800,  a  Proclamation  was  issued, 
under  the  seal  and  hand  of  General  Prevost,  for  re-establishing  the 
Courts  of  justice  under  and  conformably  to  the  laws  and  usages  of 
the  French  monarchy,  which  Proclamation  was  approved  by  His 
Grace  the  Duke  of  Portland,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Principal 
Secretaries  of  State,  on  the  31st  of  October,  1800.  The  French, 
as  it  were,  retook  Saint  Luda  and  remained  in  possession  thereof 
until  June  1803,  when  it  was  carried  by  storm  under  his  Excel- 
lency General  Qreenfieid  and  his  Excellency  Samuel  Hood,  the 
head  of  the  British  squadron,  who,'  by  a  Proclamation  issued  on 
the  28rd  of  June,  1803,  assured  and  guaranteed  to  the  inhabitants 
of  Saint  Lucia  the  full  and  entire  enjoyment  of  their  property, 
under  the  Laws  which  existed  in  the  Colony  at  the  time  imme- 
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j^Q^       diately  prior  to  the  last  cession.    Things  remained  undisturbed 

1869       ^^  ^^^  ^^^  ^  ^^^  7^'  1815,  when  the  CSolony  was  by  Treaty 

^^       finally  ceded  to  the  British  Government,  but  under  the  express 

V,         condition  that  the  French  Civil  Laws  should  continue  to  be  the  law 

Du  BouLAT.  ^^  ^^^  j^^^^      ^^  substantial  changes  have  been  since  made 

except  with  respect  to  the  Maritime  and  Commercial  law,  which 
has  been  assimilated  to  the  Law  of  Enpland.  It  would  be  difficult 
to  find  a  clearer  and  more  accurate  synopsis  of  the  Civil  Law  as 
it  existed,  and  still  exists,  in  Saint  Lucia  than  is  contained  in 
the  official  report  of  the  late  Chief  Justice  Beddie^  Doctor  of  Law 
to  His  Excellency  Lieutenant-Governor  Torrens^  in  1844,  and  in 
the  History  of  Saint  Lwna,  by  H.  H.  Breen,  Esquire,  the  Chief 
Becorder  of  the  Supreme  Civil  Courts  of  the  Colony  during  a 
space  of  nearly  thirty  years,  and  if  such  authorities  should  stand 
in  need  of  any  support,  it  would  have  it>  not  from  the  very  super- 
ficial and  imperfect  view  taken  by  Justice  Woodcock  of  the  Civil 
Law  of  the  Island,  but  from  ClarJs^B  Colonial  Law,  p.  23 ;  Black. 
Com.  voL  i.,  p.  109.  It  is,  however,  necessary  here  to  state,  that 
the  Civil  Law  of  the  Island,  besides  the  local  Ordon/nanecB,  the 
Maritime  and  Commercial  law,  are  nearly  the  whole  of  the  French 
Laws  anterior  to  1789,  which  are  scattered  over  a  great  number  of 
authorities,  such  as  the  Couitume  de  Paris,  which  is  a  part  of  the 
ancient  *  lem  non  scripta  *  of  Fra/nce,  the  Ordonnance$f  Edicts,  and 
declarations  of  the  French  Monarchy,  the  Code  de  la  MartiniquBy 
PothicTy  Merlin^  Ferrtere,  Denisart,  BomaJty  Pigeau,  Jousse,  and 
many  others  unnecessary  to  mention.  With  regard  to  the  ques- 
tion, whether  a  person  in  Saint  Lucia,  or  in  any  of  the  other 
Colonies  where  the  French  Civil  Law  is  in  operation,  can  change 
his  name  without  the  authorization  of  the  Government,  it  may  be 
said  that  in  Fra/nce,  under  the  Law  ^  de  fntUalione  nominis^  names 
were  changed  according  to  the  whim  or  caprice  of  individuals, 
without  any  solemnity  or  formality;  but  such  an  unrestrained 
license  brought  forth  great  confusion;  names  of  living  families 
were  arbitrarily  taken,  and  towards  the  commencement  of  the 
nineteenth  century,  on  the  11th  of  April,  1803,  a  law  was  made 
to  check  that  dangerous  system  (this  is  the  Ordonnance  referred 
to  by  Mr.  Justice  Woodcock  in  his  judgment),  and  it  is  not 
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amiss  to  observe  that  that  law  is  not  only  still  in  force  in  this       J,  C. 
Colony,  but  has  been  retained  entire  by  the  modem  Legislators  of       i869 
FraneSy  and  now  forms  part  of  the  existing  laws  of  that  country:   d^Boulat 
Merlin^  verba  'Norn;'  Diet,  du  Notaricfi,  ^dea  GumffemerUa de Nams,'       ^ 
sect  2;  Troplonp  *  Preseription,'  No.  248.     It  is  further  to  be       — - 
obserred  that,  eyen  in  England,  where  there  is  no  positive  law 
regulating  the  right  of  &milies  to  their  names,  the  rights  of  third 
parties  are  respected  whenever  it  is  a  question  of  a  change  of  name, 
which  change  must  be  made  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  Boyal 
License,  or  by  an  Act  of  the  Imperial  Parliament,  which  is  gene- 
rally obtained  on  the  application  of  the  person  who  desires  to 
change  his  name,  such  application  being  referred  to  the  College  of 
Arms,  but  where  there  are  no  plausible  grounds  for  said  applica- 
tion, and  it  is  obviously  the  mere  result  of  whim  or  caprice,  it  is 
at  once  declined  without  any  such  reference,  leaving  it  to  the  party 
to  make  the  change  on  his  own  responsibility.     Begulation  of 
1783, — Sir  Bdberl  PeeCs  Act,  modifying  the  same.    On  the  above, 
among  other  grounds,  I  dissent  from  the  judgment  of  the  majority 
of  the  Circuit  Court  of  appeal  in  this  cause." 

Leave  to  appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council  was  granted  by  the 
Court  below,  and  execution  of  judgment  suspended,  on  giving 
security  until  the  hearing  of  the  appeal. 

As  the  Bespondent  did  not  appear,  the  appeal  was  heard  ex 
parte. 

Mr.  Angdo  Lewie  (Mr.  Field,  Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the  Appellants : — 

Two  facts  are  beyond  dispute.  First,  the  Appellants  have,  and 
tne  Bespondent  has  not,  an  hereditary  title  to  the  name  of  Du 
Bculay,  The  question  is  purely  one  of  law,  and  does  not  involve 
the  moral  considerations  so  strongly  observed  upon  in  the  judg- 
ment by  the  Chief  Justice  Woodcock,  and  it  resolves  itself  to  this 
narrow  point  Has  the  Bespondent,  by  the  Law  in  force  in  Saint 
Lucia,  a  right  to  assume  a  name  to  which  he  clearly  has  no  family  or 
hereditary  title,  save  the  fact  of  the  assumption  of  it  ?  We  contend 
that  he  has  not,  on  these  grounds,  firsts  that  a  family  name  is,  by 
the  Law  of  Saint  Lucia,  property,  and  the  subject  of  legal  protec- 
tion ;  secondly,  that  by  that  Law  no  man  can  change  his  name 
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J.  0.       without  dqe  aathoritv ;  ai)d  thitdly,  that  coloured  persons,  Uj^e  the 

1809        Bespondent,  tlie  ofiTspring  of  a,  mulatto  woman,  free  ,or  -ei^rap- 

DuJQk>uLAT  chised,  are  expressly  forbidden  by  Law  to  assume  the  naiae  of 

DuB^cLAT.  tieir  Misters.  '       ^  .  '.       ; 

--*-  As  to  the  first  point,  by  the  old  French  Law^  as  it  prevailed  :m 

Saint  Luda  prior  to  the  22nd  of  June,  1803  (the  Law  in  foroe  in 
Saini  Lucia  governing  the  case),  the  name  of  Du  Baulay  is,  as 
between  the  Appellants  and  the  Bespondent,  the  property  of  tiiie 
Appellants  and  their  family,  and  ought  to  be  protected  from 
usurpation  by  the  Respondent.  The  OrdonnanCes  of,  the  26th  of 
March,  1555,  and  of  the  28th  of  August^  1794,  are  decisive  on  this 
point  [Lord  Chelmsford  : — ^Was  the  Ordonnance  of  1555  ever 
in  operation  in  SaitU  Lticia,  or  even  received  as  Law  in  France? 
Merlin,  Rep.  de  Jur.  UL  ^' Promesse  de  clianger  de  Nam"  says  it 
never  was  registered  so  as  to  become  Law  in  France.  Again,  how 
then  could  it  be  enforced  in  Sdini  Lucia  without  an  Edict  expressly 
introducing  it]  That  it  was  generally  received  i^  I^aw  ii^  fVon^, 
and  adopted  in  Saint  Lucia  and  the  other  French  West  Indian 
Colonies,  appears  from  the  case  of  Lea  Beriiiers  de  Preaux  de 
Lonffckamps  :'Dcd^oz,  Tom.  x.  pp.  412  and  415. 

With  respect  to  the  second  proposition,  the  Ordonnance  of  the 
11th  of  April,  1803  (1),  which,  it  is  submitted,  is  also  in  force  iz^ 
Sainf  Lucia,  is  conclusive.  By  that  Ordonnance,  no  person  cou}d 
change  or  alter  his  name  without  the  express  authority  of  the  ruling 
power  to  do  so:  Merlin,  Hep.  de  Jur.  verbo,"Nbm^;  Diet,  de 
Notariat,  s.  2 ;  tii.  "  Bee  changement  de  Nome ;"  and  s.  3,  tit.  "  Ik 
la  PropriSfS  des  Nomef*  and  it  has  been  so  construed  by  the 
Courts  in  Martinique  and  in  Paris :  De  LacareHe  v.  De  Lacarette  (2)  j 
and  in  Lawless  v.  Lawless  (3). 

According  to  the  Law  of  France  affecting  her  ColonieS;  as  re- 
gards the  tliird  proposition,  coloured  persons,  free  or  manumitted, 
were  forbiddcA  to  take  the  surnames  either  of  their  reputed 
Fathers,  or  of  their  Masters  of  white  complexion,  or,  indeed^  of 
any  white  man  inhabiting  the  French  Colonies.    By  Ordonnance  of 

(1)  See  extracts,  ante,  p.  431.  in  the  Record  as  extracted  from  the 

(2)  The  judgment  in  this  case,  pro-  Mmiteur  de  la  Martinique,  1660. 
nounced  on  the  14th  of  February,  1860,  (3)  Printed    in    Record,  being   an 
and  the  Order  made  on  appeal,  dated  extract  from  the  BvMetin  Judieiare  of 
the  14th  of  June,  1860,  were  printed  Paris,  June,  1859. 
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the  6th  of  January,  1773,  Code  de  la  Martinique,  vol.  iii.  No.  472,       j.  o. 
p.  157,  there  is  an  express  prohibition  to  free  coloured  persons       isfiQ 

against  taking  a  name  of  any  white  family  in  the  Islands  (No.  484,  Du'boulat 

p.  168),  and  the  Ordonnance  of  the  4th  of  March,  1774,  confirms  ^     *^- 

\        ^  ^     ^  DUBOULAT. 

the  latter  Ordonnance.  

Lastly,  it  cannot  be  successfully  urged,  that  there  has  been  any 
laches  in  enforcing  the  Appellants'  rights,  on  the  ground  of  acqui- 
escence, to  bar  the  remedy.  It  appears  that  the  first  Appellant 
was  for  many  years  previous  to  1864  in  ill  health,  and  the 
remaining  Appellants  were  for  the  greater  part  of  the  time  in 
Europe  for  their  education  and  other  purposes,  and,  therefore,  had 
no  opportunity  during  such  time  to  take  legal  measures  to  oppose 
the  usurpation  of  their  family  name  by  the  Eespondent. 

Judgment  having  been  reserved,  was  now  delivered  by  1869 

,  _  •  March  15. 

LoBD  Chelmsford  : —  — 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  decree  of  the  Court  of  appeal  for  the 
Windward  Mauds,  reversing  a  decree  of  the  Royal  Court  of  Saint 
Lucia  in  favour  of  the  Appellant. 

The  suit  was  instituted  in  the  Royal  Court  of  Saint  Lueia,  for 
the  purpose  of  having  it  ordered  and  decided  that  the  name  of 
Du  Boulay  belongs  to  the  Appellants  and  their  family,  with  defence 
and  prohibition  to  the  Respondent  to  take,  bear,  and  sign  in  future 
the  said  name  of  Du  Boulay. 

The  question  to  be  determined  upon  this  appeal  is,  whether  an 
action  of  this  description  is  maintainable  under  the  French  Law, 
which  at  the  present  time  is  the  governing  Law  in  the  Island  of 
Saint  Lucia. 

When  a  Judge  is  called  upon  to  decide  a  question  depending 
upon  Foreign  Law,  there  is  always  some  danger  of  his  being  in- 
fluenced by  notions  derived  from  that  Law  which  he  is  in  the  daily 
habit  of  administering.  In  this  Country  we  do  not  recognise  the 
absolute  right  of  a  person  to  a  particular  name  to  the  extent  of 
entitling  him  to  prevent  the  assumption  of  that  name  by  a 
Stranger.  The  right  to  the  exclusive  use  of  a  name  in  connection 
with  a  trade  or  business  is  familiar  to  our  Law;  and  any  person, 
using  that  name,  after  a  relative  right  of  this  description  has  been 

t 
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J.  C.        acquired  by  another,  is  considered  to  have  been  guilty  of  a  fraud, 

18C9        or,  at  least,  of  an  invasion  of  another's  right,  and  renders  himself 

Du  BotLAT  liable  to  an  action,  or  he  may  be  restrained  from  the  use  of  the 

Dd  Boulat   ^^°^®  ^y  injunction.     But  the  mere  assumption  of  a  name,  which  is 

the  patronymic  of  a  family,  by  a  Stranger  who  had  never  before 

been  called  by  that  name,  whatever  cause  of  annoyance  it  may 
be  to  the  family,  is  a  grievance  for  which  our  Law  affords  ik> 
redress. 

The  Appellants,  liowever,  say  that  by  the  French  law,  which  is 
in  force  in  Saint  Lucia^  they  have  a  right  to  maintain  a  civil 
action  against  the  Respondent  for  assuming  their  family  name  of 
Du  Boulay, 

The  following  are  the  facts  admitted  in  the  case:  The  name  of 
Du  BoiUay  had  been  the  family  name  of  the  Appellants  for  a  very 
long  period.  The  Eespondent  is  the  illegitimate  Son  of  an  eman- 
cipated female  slave,  named  Rose^  and  was  born  at  Martinique  on 
the  17th  of  February,  1835.  Before  his  birth  his  Mother  had 
assumed  the  name  of  Du  Boulay,  and  was  so  called  in  a  judicial 
proceeding  of  the  Tribunal  of  First  Instance  of  Saint  Pierre,  Mar- 
tinique, on  the  20th  of  August,  1831.  In  1840  she  left  Martinique 
and  took  up  her  abode  in  Saint  Luda,  where  she  was  publicly  called 
and  known  by  the  name  of  Bose  Du  B onlay  down  to  the  time  of 
her  death  in  1854.  The  Bespondent  continued  in  Martinique  till 
after  the  death  of  his  Mother,  when  he  removed  to  Saint  LuciOy 
being  at  that  time  about  the  age  of  nineteen.  It  does  not  appear 
when  he  first  took  the  name  of  Du  Boulay,  He  certainly  had  not 
done  so  in  the  early  part  of  the  year  1841,  for  on  the  22nd  of 
February  in  that  year  (though  only  nine  years  old),  he  stood  god- 
father to  a  child,  and  signed  the  register  by  the  name  of  Juke 
BenS.  In  the  year  1852,  he  had  a  passport  granted  to  him  and 
registered  in  the  Begistry  of  passports  for  the  interior  of  the  Island 
of  Martinique,  in  which  he  is  described  as  "  Mr.  Du  Boulay  Jvlee 
B6n4  EerminSffilde,  seventeen  years  old."  In  the  year  1855, 
having  then  fixed  his  residence  in  Saint  Lucia,  he  advertised  in  an 
Island  newspaper  his  intention  to  commence  business  under  the 
firm  of  Du  Boulay,  Brothers,  &  Co,,  and  in  the  following  year  he 
advertised  the  dissolution  of  this  firm,  and  his  intention  to  continue 
the  business  in  his  own  name.    In  1856  the  Bespondent's  Brother 
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died>:  and  he  w|i^  nomlnate4,admiBistrator  of  his  Brother's  s^cce8-        J.  c. 

sio»*    Pijblic  ftQl^c©  of  this  ^ominatioii  was  given  by  the  Royal        1869 

Court  by  .^^dvertisemeift  4^.  ,tho  o^cial  Gazette,   in  which  the   pu^cmxr 

Redpoudent  \y^  called  Jvles  Bene  SermdnegUde  Bu  Bovlay^  alias  j^'  j^^^^ 

Eermai^  Ih  J^pulpn/. .  Ij'xQia  the  time  qf  bis  use  of  the  name  of  Dt^ .      -"•^ ' 

Btrnky,  m  Sm^  J^V^^  d.QWA  to  liia  time  of  the  institution  of  the 

suit  bgit  ^fae  Appe^lai^itB  on  tb^  21et  of  Aprils  1865,  his  right  to  use 

it  was  never  questioned.  During  this  period  he  carried  on  busine^ 

pu<^Uoly^d;flOi(|Cjriov«lly,  tv4er,th^  name  oiB^Boul^y^  apd  the 

fact  must  j(?iaye  been.  well.  ]^9w?x  to  all  the  Bu  Boulay  family  re^i- 

dqnt  in  ^u\i  Lt^cia^    The  Appellants  describe  themselves  in  their 

plaint  as  dwelling  in  the  Quarter  of  Sauffriere,  in  the  Second  pis- 

tri(?t  of  the  Island,    J^e  .rQas9n  given  by.  their  Advocate  for  thep 

not  having  proceeded  against  the  Respondent  sooner,  as  stilted  by 

UspL  opoi^  their  aythority„  is,  '^  that  during  the  period  mentioned  by 

the.  Re^Qn4;^t,  those  of  the  members  of  the  Bu  Boulay  &mily 

wjio.  could  hftve  .protected  their  family  name  were  in  Europe  for 

their  education,  or  for  other  purposes."    And  ''the  he«ul  of  the 

&mily,  Mx.  Bdiale  Pu  Boulay,  was  then  affected  with  a  chronical 

dise^a^qet  vb^ch  .deterred   him   &om    attending  to   ai^y  kind  of 

buain£ss«" 

It  was  jqecessary  for  the  4^ppellanta»  in  order  to  establish  their 
C9^e  against  the  ^^eepondent,  to  shew, — 

,£Ur8t.  ^  TbOit  the  existing  law  of  Saint  JLuda  entitled  them  to 
mountain  their  action ;  and, 

Secondly.  That  delay  in  asserting  their  rights  or  acquiescence 
in  the  use  of  the  name  of  Bu  Boulay  by  the  Respondent,  did  not 
prevent  tbeir  proceeding  against  him. 

Upon  the  first  question,  the  learned  Counsel  for  the  Appellant 
undertook,  to  prove  that  by  the  old  French  Law  which  prevails  in 
JSainf  ]l4^i  Sk  iajmlj  had  a  .property  in  their  patronymic,  and 
i^ig^t.fpreyent.  any: person  calling  himself  by  their  name  who  had 
jif^  light  or.  title  to  do  bo»  For  this  purpose  he  quoted  a  modern 
worki  the  Bidionnaire  du  Sfotariat,  8.  3,  tU.  "  Ds  la  PropriSti  des 
N^mSp"  wbere  it  is  said, ''  Le  nom  que  chagua  individu  porie  est  pour 
lui  vohe  propria.  Hale  droit  de  s'opposer  a  ce  qu^U  soit  pris  pa/r 
un  mUre.  >  JJmwpoMon,  d!un  nom  donne  lieu  a  una  action  devant 
l6»  tribv^fik^^ .  Ceti^   adion  est  purement  civile**    The  learned 
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J.  a  Counsel,  upon  being  pressed  for  some  instance  of  an  action  of  tbis 

1869  description  haying  been  brought  under  the  old  French  Law,  con- 

Dn  BouLAT  ^^^88ed  that  he  had  no  early  precedent  to  produce.    The  only  cases 

-.   ^'  which  he  mentioned  were  two,  which  are  to  be  found  in  the  record 

DU  BoULAT.  ' 

—  of  the  proceedings.  One  of  them  is  the  case  of  De  Lacardle  v. 
Darien  de  Ltiearelle,  before  the  Tribunal  of  VtUefranche,  in  the 
year  1859,  respecting  which  nothing  is  stated,  except  the  opinion 
of  the  Tribunal,  that  a  person  who  has  the  right  to  bear  a  name  is 
entitled  to  prevent  another  from  usurping  it,  without  being  com- 
pelled to  account  for  the  motive  of  his  proceeding ;  and  the  other 
Lawless  v.  Pierre^  falsely  called  Lawless,  before  the  Tribunals 
of  MarHniqne,  in  the  year  1860,  which,  like  the  present,  was 
the  case  of  the  assumption  of  a  name  after  emancipation  from 
slavery. 

It  is  extremely  doubtful  whether,  prior  to  the  Ordonruifice  of 
1555  (to  be  presently  mentioned),  the  assumption  of  a  name  by  a 
person  who  had  originally  no  right  to  call  himself  by  it,  was  the 
subject  of  any  proceeding,  penal  or  civil. 

Merlin,  in  his  BSperioire  de  Jurisprudenee,  tU.  **  Nom"  s.  3,  after 
stating  that  by  the  Roman  Law  changes  of  names  were  absolutely 
free,  says :  ''  Ilfwt  un  temps  en  Prance  oh  conformimeni  a  cette  loi 
en  changeait  de  nom  sans  aucune  solenniteJ'  He  then  gives  a 
variety  of  instances  prior  to  1555,  in  which  changes  of  name  had 
been  made  without  authority,  and  without  any  solemnity.  He 
then  proceeds,  "  Mais  comme  eette  licence  de  charter  ainsi  de  nom  el 
d^armes  produisait  lesplus  grands  dims,  le  Boi  Henri  IL  y  remedia 
par  une  Ordonnance  donnie  a  Amboise  le  26  mars,  avani  Pdques, 
1555,  art.  9." 

The  right,  therefore,  to  bring  a  civil  action  in  Saint  Lucia  for 
the  usurpation  of  a  fiEimily  name  must  be  founded  either  upon  this 
Ordonnance  of  1555,  or  upon  some  law  subsequently  passed  and 
introduced  into  the  Island.  The  Ordonnance  of  1555  gives  no  right 
of  civil  action  for  an  unauthorized  change  of  name ;  and  according 
to  Merlin,  in  the  passages  just  cited,  such  an  action  could  hardly 
have  been  previously  maintained.  The  Ordonnance  subjects  the 
person  changing  his  name  without  authority  to  penal  consequences 
only.  It  says,  "  Pour  hiier  la  supposition  des  noms  et  des  artnes, 
difenses  sont  faites  a  Umtes  personnes  de  changer  leurs  noms,  et  leur» 
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« 
armes,  sans  avoir  obtenu  des  Idtres  de  dispense  et  permission^  a  peine        j.  o. 

de  1000  livres  d^amende,  cCetre  punis  comme  faussaires  et  Hre  eX"        1809 

autorSs  d prives  de  tout  degre  et priviUge  de  noblesse"  P^ Botl^t 

There  seems  to  be  great  doubt  whether  this  Ordonnance  of  1555         *• 

ever  had  any  practical  operation,  even  in  France,    Merlin,  in  his        

BepertoirOy  tit,  "  Promesse  de  changer  de  Nom,"  says,  the  Ordinance 
not  having  been  registered,  never  became  law  in  France.  But 
DaUoz,  in  his  Dictionnaire,  tit  "  Norn  et  PrSnom"  after  mentioning 
this  opinion  of  Merlin,  says,  *'  Mais  la  Jurisprudence  est  contraire  i' 
cette  opinion.'^  At  all  events,  it  is  not  shewn  that  this  unregistered ' 
Ordonnance  ever  formed  part  of  the  law  of  Saint  Lttcia.  It  is  to  be** 
observed  that  the  Chief  Justice  of  Saint  Lucia  founds  his  judgment 
in  favour  of  the  Appellants  upon  a  different  Ordonnance,  never 
referring  to  the  Ordonnance  of  1555  as  having  any  existence,  or,  at 
least,  as  having  any  bearing  upon  his  decision.  He  says,  ''In 
France,  under  the  Law '  De  mutaiione  nominis,'  names  were  changed 
according  to  the  whim  or  caprice  of  individuals,  without  any 
solemnity  or  formality ;  but  such  an  unrestrained  license  brought 
forth  great  confusion;  names  of  living  families  were  arbitrarily 
taken,  and  towards  the  commencement  of  the  nineteenth  Cen- 
tury,on  the  11th  of  April,  1808,  a  Law  was  made  to  check  that 
dangerous  system  "  And  he  adds, ''  It  is  not  amiss  to  observe  that 
that  Law  is  not  only  still  in  force  in  this  Colony,  but  has  heea 
retained  entire  by  the  modern  Legislators  of  France,  and  now  form& 
•part  of  the  existing  Laws  of  that  Country." 

Notwithstanding  the  opinion  of  the  Chief  Justice,  that  the 
Ordonnance  of  1803  is  in  force  in  Saint  Lucia,  it  may  fairly  be 
questioned,  whether  it  ever  became  part  of  the  Law  of  the  Island 
before  it  was  taken  by  this  Country  on  the  23rd  of  June,  1803. 
On  that  day  a  Proclamation  was  issued  which  assured  and  guaranteed 
to  the  inhabitants,  the  full  enjoyment  of  their  property,  under  the 
laws  which  existed  in  the  Island  at  the  time  immediately  prior  to 
the  last  cession. 

It  is  not  very  probable  that  the  Ordonnance  of  1803  was  one  of 
these  Laws.  It  was  passed  in  France  a  little  more  than  two  months 
before  Saint  Lucia  was  brought  under  British  dominion,  and  not 
being  of  any  peculiar  local  importance,  it  was  not  likely  in  the 
critical  position  of  the  French  West  Indian  Colonies  at  this  junc- 

V«»i.  Tl.  3  2  0 
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J.  C.  ture  that  any  care  would  be  taken  to  transmit  it^  in  order  that  it 
1869  might  form  part  of  the  Law  of  the  Island. 
Du^BouLAY  If  ^^^  Chief  Justice  is  right  in  saying,  that  this  Law  was  made  to 
preyent  persons  arbitrarily  taking  the  names  of  living  families,  it 
would  seem  to  shew  that  before  1803  no  ciyil  action  could  be 
brought,  or  at  all  events,  that  none  was  ever  brought  to  protect  a 
family  name  from  usurpation. 

If  the  Law  of  1803  is  out  of  the  question,  it  is  difficult  to  see 
upon  what  other  foundation  the  Appellants  can  rest  their  right  to 
maintain  the  action.  The  old  French  Law,  on  which  their  learned 
Counsel  mainly  relied,  has  already  been  considered.  The  Ordonnanee 
of  1555,  or  one  of  a  similar  description  made  in  1629,  was  the  only 
law  upon  the  subject  of  changes  of  name  at  the  time  of  the  French 
Bevolution.  That  Ordontuince  fell  with  the  Kingly  authority.  Li 
1794^  during  the  Bevolutionary  Government,  an  Ordonnanee  was 
passed  which  absolutely  prohibited  any  change  of  name,  but  the 
learned  Counsel  was  unable  to  shew  that  this  Ordonnancey  any  more 
than  that  of  1803)  ever  had  the  force  of  Law  in  Saint  Lueia.  He 
failed  altogether  in  his  endeavour  to  prove  that  the  existing  Law  of 
the  Island  entitled  the  Appellants  to  maintain  their  action,  whether 
he  relied  upon  the  old  French  Law  independently  of  the  Ordon- 
nances,  or  upon  proof  that  the  Ordonnances  ever  formed  part  of  the 
Law  of  Saint  Lucia^  or  even  if  they  did,  that  they  gave  a  family  a 
right  to  proceed  by  civil  action  against  a  person  calling  himself 
by  the  family  name  without  authority,  and  to  compel  him  to  dis- 
continue to  use  it 

Their  Lordships  are  unwilling  to  dispose  of  the  case  without 
adverting  to  the  question  arising  from  the  delay  of  the  Appellants 
in  instituting  their  suit.  Supposing  an  action  of  this  kind  to  be 
maintainable,  there  must  be  some  reasonable  limit  within  which  a 
family  ought  to  be  bound  to  proceed.  In  the  present  case,  the 
family  of  Du  Botilay,  resident  in  Saint  Luda,  could  not  have  been 
ignorant  that  for  ten  years  the  Bespondent  had  been  carrying  on 
business  openly  under  the  name  of  Du  Botilay,  that  he  had  been 
recognised  by  that  name  in  public  acts,  and  that  he  had  undoubtedly 
acquired  the  name  by  reputation.  At  what  time  some  of  the  Appel- 
lants were  absent  from  Saint  Luciay  and  when  they  returned,  is  left 
in  uncertainty ;  but  the  head  of  the  family  appears  to  have  been 
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continually  resident   in  the  Island,  and  no  sufficient  reason  is        J.  C. 
assigned  for  his  not  taking  earlier  steps  to  protect  the  family  name        1869 
from  the   Bespondent's  alleged  unauthorized  assumption  of  it.   duBoulay 
Under  these  circumstances,  whether  any  other  member  of  the  family  -^^  botjlat. 
might  have  questioned  the  title  of  the  Respondent  to  call  himself       ■— " 
by  the  family  name  is  unnecessary  to  bo  considered,  but  all  the 
Appellants  have  placed  themselves  under  a  personal  exception  by 
standing  by  (as  it  is  called)  and  permitting  the  Eespondent  to 
become  known  to  the  world  by  the  name  of  Du  Baulay.    After 
their  long  acquiescence,  it  would  be  unreasonable  and  unjust  to 
sanction  the  attempt  of  the  Appellants  to  deprive  the  Bespondent 
of  his  right  to  use  a  name  which  he  had  acquired  by  reputation, 
and  by  which  alone  he  had  been  known  in  the  Island  during  the 
whole  period  of  his  residence  there. 

Their  Lordships  will  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  that  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  be  affirmed. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellant :  Wordstoorth,  Blake,  db  Sarru. 


THE  OWNERS  OF  THE  STEAlVISfllP  *«BETA"  Appellants  ;      J-  ^* 

AND  ^ 

TOUSSAINT  ROLLANDO Respondent.      Jnne  i4. 


THE  -^  BETA." 


ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  ADMIRALTX    ' 

Jurisdiction — Court  of  AdmiraUy'^24:  Viet.  c.  10,  8,  7 — Cause  of  damage  for 

personal  injuries  against  Ship, 

The  Higli  Court  of  Admiralty  has  jnrifldiction,  under  the  24  Vict.  c.  10, 
8.  7,  in  a  cause  of  damage  instituted  against  a  Ship  for  personal  injuries. 

Order  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  rejecting  the  admission  of  a  petition 
objecting  to  such  jurisdiction  affirmed,  du  appeaL 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  an  Order  of  the  High  Court  of  Admi- 
ralty made  on  a  motion  by  the  Respondent  (the  Plaintiff)  to  reject 

♦  Present ;— LoBD  Romillt  (^Masteb  of  the  Rolls),  Sia  Wiluam  £blE|  Sia 
James  Wojjam  CoLvn^E  and  Sm  Joseph  Nafieb. 
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J.  0.       the  admission  of  a  petition  filed  by  the  Appellants  (the  Defendants^ 
1869        objecting  to  the  jurisdiction  of  that  Court  in  a  cause  of  damage  for 
Tub  "Beta."  Personal  injury  instituted  by  the  Bespondent  against  the  ship* 
Beta. 

The  petition  set  forth,  that  on  the  18th  of  September,  1866,  the 
Steamship  Beta,  of  which  the  Defendants  were  the  Owners,  came 
into  collision  with  the  French  Brig,  the  Xisle,  which  was  then 
lying  at  anchor  off  Broadstairs,  on  the  coast  of  Kent;  that  the 
Plaintiff  was,  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  the  Mate  on  board  the 
Xiste ;  that  he  sustained  certain  injuries  to  his  person  by  reason 
of  the  collision,  which  were  occasioned  by  the  Beta,  and  the  n^- 
ligence  of  her  Master  and  crew,  the  servants  of  the  Defendants,  in 
the  navigation  of  the  Beta,  and  had  instituted  the  action  against  the 
Beta  for  the  recovery  of  damage  in  respect  of  such  injuries  to  his 
person;  and  the  Defendants  submitted,  that  the  Court  had  no 
jurisdiction  to  entertain  such  cause. 

The  Bespondent  moved  to  reject  the  admission  of  the  petition. 

Upon  this  motion  the  question  arose  whether,  admitting  the 
statements  contained  in  the  petition,  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty 
had,  under  the  Admiralty  Court  Jurisdiction  Act,  24  Vict.  c.  Ift 
8.  7,  which  enacts,  that  "  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  shall  have 
jurisdiction  over  any  claim  for  damage  done  by  any  Ship,"  jurisdic- 
tion to  entertain  the  cause. 

On  the  28th  of  July,  1868,.  the  motion  came  on  for  hearing 
when  the  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  (The  Bight  Hon.  Sir  JB. 
Phillimore)  held,  that  the  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  entertain  the 
cause,  and  accordingly  rejected  the  petition,  and  condemned  the 
Appellants  in  the  costs  of  the  motion,  but  gave  them  leave  to 
appeal,  which  appeal  now  came  on  for  hearing. 

Mr.  C»  E,  ClarJcson  (Mr.  Aspinall,  Q.C.,  with  him),  for  the 
Appellants : — 

The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  has  not  any  jurisdiction  to  enter- 
tain a  cause  of  damage  for  personal  injury,  under  the  circumstances 
set  forth  in  the  petition.  Section  7  of  the  Admiralty  Court  Juria- 
diction  Act,  24  Vict.  c.  10,  does  not  extend  to  personal  injuries ;  the 
term  "  damage,"  used  there,  means  damage  done  to  property,  not 
damage  to  the  person.    If  the  Legislature  had  contemplated  per- 
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«onal  injuries  it  would  have  used  express  words  defining  the  re-        J.  0. 

medy,  as  in  the  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,        1869 

«s.  503,  504,  where  it  speaks  of  damage  to  ** goods"  and  *'loss  of  thb  *'Beta.' 

life  or  personal  injury."     The  case  of  The  Sylph  (1),  though  a 

•claim  for  damage  for  personal  injury  against  a  Ship  under  the 

iSame  section  of  the  Statute,  was  brought  upon  an  Award  made 

(under  an  agreement  to  refer  the  matter  to  arbitration.     The  parties 

there,  the  Owners  of  the  Vessel,  acknowledged  the  jurisdiction,  by 

(their  submission  to  arbitration.    The  reasons  stated  by  the  learned 

Judge  for  holding  that  the  Court  of  Admiralty  had  jurisdiction  in 

personal  injuries  were  not  suppoi-ted  by  any  previous  decision,  and 

were  de  hors  the  drcfumf^tances  Of  the'case.    Were  this  Tribunal 

to  hold  that  such  jurisdiction  existed,  it  would  create  a  lien  on 

every  Ship   into  whosesoever  hands  it  might  come:    The  Bold 

^ucdeugh  (2) ;  which  is  opposed  to  the  apparent  intention  of  the 

Legislature,  to  be  collected  from  the  language  of  the  7th  section 

lof  the  24  Vict.  c.  10, 

Mr.  Butty  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Priichard,  for  the  Eespondent,  were  not 
.called  on. 

Lord  Eomilly  :— 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  the  Order  appealed  from 
x>ught  to  be  affirmed.  The  words  of  the  7th  section  of  the  Admir 
ralty  Court  Jurisdiction  Act,  which  had  been  referred  to,  clearly 
include  every  possible  kind  of  damage.  Personal  injuries  are  un- 
-doubtedly  within  the  words  "damage  done  by  any  Shipt'*  The 
case  of  The  Sylph  (1),  which  has  been  referred  to,  and  in  which 
it  was  so  held,  has  not  been  appealed  from.  There  was  every 
jreason  for  the  Legislature  enacting  that  which  the  judgment  of 
jthe  Court  below  holds  to  have  been  enacted.  Their  Lordships 
mil  humbly  recommend  Her  Majesty  to  atfirm  the  judgment  of 
Ihe  Court  below  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  JJhomas  Cooper. 
Proctors  for  the  Respondent :  Pritchard  &  Sons. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  2  A.  &  E.  24.  (2)  7  Moore  s  P.  C.  Cases,  267.     ] 
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J.  o*      THOMAS  BYAED  SHEPPARD Appellakt ^ 

1869 

>^Y^  AND 

Jnnei9,     rpgjj  EIGHT  HON.  SIR  ROBERT  JOSEPH  \ 
PHILLIMORE,  Knight,  D.C.L.,  Official 
Principal  op  the  Abches  Court  op  Can- 

TERBURT    •••     


\  Respondents. 

AND 

THE    REV.    WILLIAM    JAMES    EARLY 
BENNETT,  Clerk .    ./ 

ON  APPEAL  from  THE  ARCHES  COURT  OF  CANTERBURY. 

Church  Discipline  Act,  3  <fe4  Vict.  c.  86— 2>eon  o/tJie  Arches — Letters  of  JSeqwst, 

Discretion  to  accept. 

The  acceptance  of  Letters  of  Request,  sent  by  a  Bishop  to  the  Arches^ 
Court  of  Canterbury,  in  proceedings  taken  under  the  Church  Discipline  Adt^ 
d  &  4  Yict.  c.  86,  is  not  optional  with  the  Dean  of  the  Arches,  the  Bishop 
being  empowered  by  the  13th  section  of  that  Act  to  send  such  cases  ^  to  the 
Court  of  appeal  of  the  Province,  to  be  there  heard  and  determined  according 
to  the  law  and  practice  of  such  Court ;"  and  it  is  not  requisite  that  the  Letteis 
of  Request  should  contain  any  reason  for  their  being  sent. 

X  HIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  Decree  or  Order  of  the  Official  Prin- 
cipal of  the  Arches  Court  of  Canierhwryy  by  which  he  declined  to 
accept  Letters  of  Request  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  Lord 
Bishop  of  Baih  and  Wdh,  made  in  pursaance  of  the  Chunk 
Diioipline  Act,  3  ft  4  Yict.  c.  86,  and  by  which  he  requested  the 
Official  Principal,  his  Surrogate,  or  other  competent  Judge  in  that 
behalf,  to  issue  a  citation  or  decree  under  the  Seal  of  the  Arches 
Court,  citing  the  Respondent,  the  Rev.  WiUiam  James  Early 
Bennettf  a  Clerk  in  Holy  Orders,  the  Vicar  of  the  Parish  of  Frome 
SAwood,  in  the  County  of  Somenef,  Diocese  of  Both  and  Welb, 
and  Province  of  Canterbury,  to  appear  at  a  certain  time  and  place 
to  be  in  such  citation  or  decree  particularly  specified,  and  answer 
to  certain  articles,  heads,  positions,  or  interrogatories  touching 
and  concerning  his  soul's  health  and  the  lawful  correction  and 

*  Present : — Thb  Lobd  Chancellor  (Lord  Hatherlet),  The  Archbishop  of 
York,  The  Bibhof  of  Lokdon,  Sir  William  Erle,  and  Sir  Joseph  Napier. 
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Teformation  of  his  manners  and  excesses,  and  more  especially  for        j.  o. 
having  offended  against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical  of  this  realm  by        i869 
having;  within  two  years  last  past,  cansed  to  be  printed  and  pub-    gHEPpInD 
lished  within  the  Diocese  of  London  certain  works  in  which  he   ^    ^- 
advisedly  maintained  or  affirmed  doctrines  directly  contrary  or  and  Bennett^ 
repugnant  to  the  Articles  and  Formularies  of  the  United  Church       ^^ 
of  England  and  Ireland,  the  said  works  being  entitled,  respectively, 
"  Some  Eesults  of  the  Tractarian  Movement  of  1833,"  forming  one 
of  the  Essays  contained  in  a  volume  entitled  *'  The  Church  and 
the  World,"  edited  by  the  Eev.  Orbtf  Shipley,  Clerk,  printed  and 
published  in  London  in  the  year  1867 ;  **  A  Plea  for  Toleration  in 
the  Church  of  England,  in  a  Letter  to  the  Eev.  E.  B.  Pusey,  D.D., 
Regius  Professor  of  Hebrew  and  Canon  of  Cfhrist  Church,  Oxford,'^ 
[2nd  Ed.],  printed  and  published  in  London  in  the  year  1867 ;  *'  A 
Plea  for  Toleration  in  the  Church  of  England,  in  a  Letter  to  the 
Rev.  JE  B.  Pusey,  D.D.,  Regius  Professor  of  Hebrew  and  Canon 
of  Christ  Church,  Oxford;'  [3rd  Ed.],  printed  and  published  in 
London  in  the  year  1868 ;   the  Articles  to  be  administered  to 
WiUiam  James  Early  Bennett,  at  the  voluntary  promotion  of  the 
Appellant,  Sheppard,  a  Parishioner  and  inhabitant  of  the  Parish  of 
Frome  Sdwood;  and,  finally,  to  hear  and  determine  the  cause 
according  to  the  law  and  practice  of  the  Arches  Court 

The  Letters  of  Request  did  not  allege  any  reason  why  they 
should  be  accepted,  but  having  been  brought  in,  acceptance  thereof 
for  the  issue  of  a  citation  or  decree  was  prayed.  On  the  case  coming 
on,  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  (the  Right  Hon.  Sir  Bdbert  PhUU* 
more)  considered,  that  as  by  the  law  which  existed  previous  to  the 
passing  of  the  Church  Discipline  Ad  (3  &  4  Yict  c.  86),  the  Court 
had  an  option  of  receiving  Letters  of  Request  or  not»  that  Act  did 
not  alter  the  law.  For  the  Appellant  it  was  contended,  that,  by 
the  13th  section  of  that  Act,  the  Letters  of  Request  were  sufficient, 
and  that  no  reason,  or  ground  for  referring  the  cause,  was  necessary 
to  be  set  out  in  the  Letters  of  Request ;  and  that  the  Dean  of  the 
Arches  had  no  discretion  in  the  matter. 

On  the  30th  of  April,  1869,  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  gave  judg- 
ment, declining  to  accept  the  Letters  of  Request,  declaring  his 
reasons  upon  the  construction  of  the  Church  Discipline  Ad,  3  &  4 
Yict.  c.  86, 8. 18,  and  holding,  that  the  right  of  the  Dean  of  the 
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J.  0.       Court  of  Arches  to  refuse  acceptance  of  Letters  of  Bequest,  until 

1869       proper  grounds  were  assigned  why  they  should  be  accepted,  which 

Sheppard    existed  previously  to  the  passing  of  the  Chureh  Discipline  Ad,  had 

Philuhobb   ^^*  heen  taken  away  by  that  Act ;  and  that  the  Court  of  Arches 

ANDBENinBTT.  had,  therefore,  a  discretion  to  refuse  the  Letters  of  Bequest,  unless 

some  reason  was  stated  why  the  Dean  should  accept  them  (1). 

The  appeal  was  from  this  decree. 

Mr.  A,  J.  Stephens,  Q.C.,  and  Dr.  Tristram  (Mr.  Archibald  and 
-  Mr.  B.  Shaw  with  them),  for  the  Appellant : — 

Upon  the  sound  construction  of  the  13th  section  of  the  Chureh 
Discipline  Ad,  3  &  4  Yict.  c  86,  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  is  bound 
to  accept  Letters  of  Bequest  from  a  Bishop,  without  any  reason 
being  assigned  in  the  same.  He  has  no  discretionary  power.  In 
this  case  the  Bespondent  is  charged  with  committing  an  offence 
against  the  Laws  Ecclesiastical  by  the  publication  of  a  work 
containing  heretical  doctrines;  and  the  proceedings  against  him 
hare  been  taken  under  the  Chvrch  Discipline  Ad,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86. 
In  accordance  with  the  proTisions  of  sects.  3  and  5  of  that  Act  a 
Commission  has  been  issued,  and  a  report  made  thereon.  Sect  13 
empowers  the  Bishop,  '^  if  he  shall  think  fit,  either  in  the  first 
instance,  or  after  the  Commissioners  shall  have  reported  that  there 
is  sufficient  prima  fade  ground  for  instituting  proceedings^  and 
before  the  filing  of  Articles,  but  not  afterwards,  to  send  the  case  by 
Letters  of  Bequest  to  the  Court  of  appeal  of  the  Province^  to  be 
there  heard  and  determined  according  to  the  law  and  practice  of 
such  Court ;"  and  the  Judge  of  such  Court  is  empowered  to  make 
orders  for  expediting  such  suits.  Now,  here  the  option  is  given  to 
the  Bishop  to  send,  but  there  is  no  option  given  to  the  Judge ;  he 
cannot,  in  the  terms  of  this  section,  refuse  to  entertain  the  cause; 
and  the  acceptance,  therefore,  of  the  Letters  of  Bequest  by  him  is 
imperative.  It  is  true,  that  in  sect.  4,  which  provides  for  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  Commissioners,  the  words  '^  further  proceedings  *' 
occur,  but  that  expression  has  reference  to  the  frame  of  the  Com- 
missioners' Beport,  and  not  to  proceedings  to  be  taken  at  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  Bishop :  The  Bishop  of  Hereford  v.  T  (2).    The 

(1)  See  case  reported.  Law  Bep.  2  A.  &  B.  335. 
(2)  2  Rob.  Ecc.  Rep.  695-605 
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learned  Judge  of  the  Arches  claims  a  discretion  in  the  acceptance       J.  0.    -^ 

of  the  Letters  of  Bequest,  which  we  say,  if  it  ever  existed,  is  taken       1869 

Aymj  by  the  Church  Discipline  Act;  and  he  refers  to  the  law    shxppabd 

and  practice  previous  to  that  Act,  and  combats  at  great  length,  phj^likorb 

and  with  great  learning,  the  dictum  of  Sir  Qeorge  Lee,  in  Butler  ^^  Bennvit. 

¥.  I)cXhen,{l)y  citing  the  decision  of  the  Delegates  in  the  case  of 

Felling  y.  Whidon  (2),  that  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  was  bound 

to  receive  Letters  of  Bequest  ex  debiio  jtistitia,  though  it  was  in  the 

discretion  of  the  inferior  Judge  whether  he  would  grant  them.    It 

is  not  necessary  to  follow  the  learned  Dean  of  the  Ai^hes  through 

his  elaborate|ezamination  of  this  case,  for  we  rely  on  the  terms  of  the 

Idth  section  of  the  Church  Discipline  Act,  by  which,  if  he  ever  had 

any  option,  it  is  clearly  taken  away.    Forms  of  Letters  of  Bequest 

are  given  in  Goote's  Ecc.  Courts  Prac.  pp.  126-9,  but  such  forms 

contain  no  precedents  of  reasons  being  given.  In  Head  v.  Sanders  (3) 

it  was  held  by  this  Tribunal,  that  under  the  Church  Discipline  Act 

die  Bishop  had  the  option  of  sending  a  case  to  the  Court  of  appeal ; 

which,  in  the  Province  of  Canterbury,  would  be  the  Arches  Court, 

by  Letters  of  Bequest  in  the  first  instance ;  and  in  Hawes  v.  Fellatt  (4) 

it  was  held,  that  causes  of  Church-rate  may  be  removed  by  Letters 

of  Bequest  from  the  Commissary  of  the  Bishop  to  the  Court  of 

Arches.    Nothing  was  there  said  about  the  option  of  the  Dean  of 

the  Arches  to  accept  Letters  of  Bequest^  and  yet  that  was  before 

the  Act»  8  &  4  Vict.  c.  86 ;  and  the  learned  Judge  himself  seems 

formerly  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  he  had  no  such  option: 

3  Bum's  Ecc.  Law,  p.  224,  note  (d)  [Ed.  by  FhilUmore].    The  only 

authority  to  be  found  for  the  exercise  of  this  option  by  the  Dean  of 

the  Arches  is  in  Steward  v.  Bateman  (5),  but  there  the  Letters  of 

Bequest  were  presented  jointly  by  the  Archdeacon  and  Chancellor 

of  Ncrwiehy  and  it  did  not  clearly  appear  which,  if  either  of  them, 

liad  jurisdiction*    The  observation  in  Sherwood  v.  Ba^f  (6),  that 

Letters  of  Bequest  cannot  be  demanded  ex  dSnio  justiiia,  is  a  mere 

dictum,  though  entitled  to  every  respect ;  but  that  case  was  decided 

three  years  before  the  passing  of  the  Church  Discipline  Act.    The 

(1)  2  Lee,  812,  817.  (4)  2  Curt.  473. 

(2)  1  Comyn'8  Rep.  199.  (5)  8  Curt.  201. 

<8)  4  Moored  P-0.  Caws,  186 ;  S.  0.  (6)  1  Moore's  P.  0.  Oases,  897. 

:8Ckurt.44. 
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J.  c.       learned  Dean  also  lajs  some  stress  on  the  absenee  of  the  reasons 
1869       which  require  the  initiation  of  the  canse  in  the  Superior  Court; 
Sbzfpard    l>^^  1^  appears,  from  an  affidavit  that  we  have  filed,  that  since  the 
Pnii^oBE  P^^'^g  of  ^^  ^^*'  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  Letters  of  Eequeftt  have 
AND  BEHinsTT.  becu  applied  for  and  obtained  without  question  or  demur  in  forty- 
five  instances,  and  that  in  no  case  were  the  reasons  given.    Before 
the  passing  of  the  Chv/rch  Discipline  Act  the  Letters  of  Bequest 
were  mandatory. 

Mr.  Walter  PhUHmore,  for  the  Official  Principal  of  the  Arches 
Court: — 

The  Dean  of  the  Arches  having  been  served  with  a  special  Citar 
tion  in  this  case,  has,  out  of  respect  to  your  Lordships,  appeared,  as 
he  considered  it  desirable  that  such  an  important  point  should 
not  be  decided  eo^  parte,  as  it  would  have  been  if  he  had  not 
appeared.  It  is  for  your  Lordships  to  say,  whether  I  shall  proceed 
or  not.  [Their  Lordships  intimated  that  it  was  desirable  that  he 
should  support  the  judgment.] 

Li  the  present  state  of  the  cause  no  inconvenience  would  result 
from  upholding  the  view  of  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  that  he  has  a 
discretion  to  accept  or  refuse  Letters  of  Bequest.  The  Judge  has 
not  refused  the  Letters  of  Bequest  absolutely,  but  only  until  some 
sufficient  reason  be  assigned  why  he  should  accept  them.  The 
Dean  does  not  contend  for  an  absolute  power  to  refuse  Letters  of 
Bequest,  but  only  where  no  sufficient  reason  for  his  acceptance  of 
them  is  assigned ;  and  his  refusal  is  clearly  reviewable  by  the 
Superior  Court.  As  a  matter  of  fact^  he  has  always  accepted 
Letters  in  cases  where  Clerks  have  been  charged  with  immorality, 
and  in  many  other  cases;  quite  recently,  in  a  case  under  the 
Church  Discipline  Ad,  The  Bishop  of  Winchester  v.  Wi$e  (May, 
1869),  where  the  Bishop  sending  the  Letters  stated  as  a  reason, 
inter  alia,  that  he  was  unable,  by  reason  of  bodily  infirmity,  to  try 
the  case  himself.  But  if  no  inconyenience  could  arise  from  up* 
holding  this  discretion,  much  inconvenience  will  arise  from  the 
contrary  course.  It  is  one  of  the  most  important  of  a  Bishop's 
duties  to  exercise  a  supervision  over  his  Clergy,  and  it  was  the 
especial  object  of  the  Act,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  s.  13,  on  which 
the  Appellant  relies,  to  make  the  Bishop  exercise  this  supervision 
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by  a  personal  jurisdiction :  Bep.  v.  Bishop  of  Ohiehester  (1).    This        J.  a 
manifest  inconyenience  must  have  some  influence  on  the  question        i869 
of  the  construction  of  the  Act    The  Act  is  one  in  in  f^  Etksle-    sheppabd 
siadica ;  it  imports  terms  of  Ecclesiastical  art,  and  must  be  con-  *• 

strued  with  reference  to  general  Ecclesiastical  Law.  It  is  Aot'trUe  asd  Bknnktt. 
that  the  Act  does  away  with  the  old  Law  by  providing  a  wholly  ""~ 
new  process ;  for  the  old  Letters  of  Bequest  are  left,  and  only  the 
judex  ddegans  is  changed ;  while  both  the  Superior  and  Inferior 
Courts  are  altered,  the  operation  of  the  Act  on  the  Arches  Court 
being  to  give  it  greater  power  and  discretion.  The  theory  of  a 
discretion  in  the  Judge,  and  of  that  discretion  being  reviewable  by 
the  Superior  Court,  is  well  known  to  Ecclesiastical  Law ;  e.g,^  in  the 
case  of  Faculties :  Bugg  v^  KingsmUl  (2).  The  form  of  summons 
to  the  Defendant  to  appear  consequent  on  the  acceptance  of  Letr 
ters  of  Bequest  is  called  a  ••  Decree  by  Letters  of  Bequest,*'  not  a 
Citation.  The  distinction  has  been  taken  that  a  Citation  goes  as  of 
right ;  a  Decree  is  made  in  the  exercise  of  a  judicial  discretion : 
NotvliB  Diarise,  MS.  by  Dr.  Audleg,  p.  54.  The  Judge's  signature 
is  always  required  to  shew  the  acceptance  of  the  Letters.  A  Bond 
for  payment  of  costs  is  also  required  before  the  Decree  by  Letters 
of  Bequest  issues.  The  effect  of  the  acceptance  of  Letters  of 
Bequest  by  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  in  a  criminal  Ecclesiastical 
suit  is,  that  he  allows  his  office  to  be  promoted.  The  office  of 
Judge  could  not  be  promoted  without  his  consent ;  this  has  been 
decided  on  this  very  Statute :  Beg  v.  Bishop  of  Chichester  (3).  No 
analogy  to  the  practice  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Courts  can  be  drawn 
from  the  Common  Law  doctrine  that  a  jurisdiction  given  must  be 
exercised :  Sherwood  v.  Bay  (4). 

Assuming,  that  there  was  a  discretion  previous  to  the  Statute, 
the  Statute  does  not  take  it  away.  The  Statute  gives  the  Bishop  a 
discretion:  Beg.  v.  Bishop  of  Chichester.  This  discretion  he  can 
exercise  by  hearing  the  cause  himself,  but  then  he  mustiest  issue 
a  Commission  of  Inquiry,  which  must  find  a  primd  fade  case,  or 
he  can  send  the  cause  by  Letters  of  Bequest  to  the  Court  of  appeal 
of  the  Province,  but  then  the  Court  of  appeal,  as  representing  the 

(1)  2  E.  &  E.  226.  (8)  2  E.  &  B.  209. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  1  A.  &  E.  843 ;  S.  C.  (4)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Oaws,  396,  897. 
on  appeal.  Law  Bep^  2  P.  C.  59. 
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J«  C.       Archbishop,  must  have  a  discretion  whether  it  shall  hear  the  case 

1869  or  not 
Sbeffabd  There  are  two  constructions  which  will  satisfy  section  13  without 
Philuuobs  folding  that  the  intention  of  the  clause  was  to  give  the  Bishop 
■amdBbkkbot.  power  to  compel  the  Dean  of  the  Arches  to  hear  the  casa  Firsts 
that|  having  substituted  the  Bishop  for  his  Chancellor  in  the 
Diocesan  Court,  it  was  necessary  to  pronde,  that  the  Bishop  should 
have  the  same  power,  as  against  the  subject,  of  sending  the  case 
by  Letters  of  Bequest  as  his  Chancellor  had  before.  Secondly, 
that  it  enables,  but  does  not  oblige,  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  to 
hear  the  case  on  Letters  of  Bequest  without  the  assignment  of  a 
reason  "  which  the  Civil  or  Canon  Law  doth  affirm  to  be  tolerable." 
Before  this  Act,  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  would  have  been  liable 
in  penalties  for  so  doing  under  the  Bill  of  Citations,  23  H^i.  8, 
c.  9.  This  Statute  has,  been  construed  very  strictly  :  Porter  and 
Bocherier's  Case  (1) ;  Lynche  v.  Forter  (2) ;  Jones  v.  Jones  (3).  [SiB 
Joseph  Napier  referred  to  Nixon  v.  The  Office  (4).]  The  Appellant 
relies  on  the  words  '*  to  be  there  heard  and  determined ;"  but  the 
section  goes  on,  ^'according  to  the  Law  and  practice  of  that 
Court."  The  Law  and  practice  of  the  Arches  Court  was  to  require 
reasons ;  the  Law  and  practice,  as  set  out  in  Slewari  v.  Baieman  (5), 
was,  that  the  acceptance  of  Letters  of  Bequest  was  in  the  discre- 
tion of  the  Judge.  The  Dean  of  the  Arches  has  a  right  to  insist 
on  its  advantage  of  being  an  appeal  Courts  on  the  same  grounds 
as  those  on  which  the  Privy  Council  refuses  to  retain  causes  appealed 
to  it  on  interlocutory  matters,  though  it  has  a  power- to  do  so,  and 
though  that  power  was  frequently  exercised  by  the  Delegates: 
Head  v.  Sanders  (6).  In  BrooJces  v.  CressweU  (7)  the  Judge  was 
speaking  of  a  moral  and  not  a  legal  control  when  he  refused  to 
x^ontrol  the  Bishop's  discretion  of  sending  Letters  of  Bequest; 
besides,  it  is  merely  a  dictum.  There  is  no  case  exactly  like  the 
present,  where  Letters  of  Bequest  have  been  sent,  since  the  Ch%irek 
JDiseipline  Act.  The  Act  provides  the  old  machinery,  Letters  of 
Bequest,  not  a  peremptory  mandate.    The  Common  Law  is  never 

(1)  13  Co.  Rep.  4.  (4)  Milward's  Rep.  (Ir.)  p.  390,  n. 

(2)  2  Bro^nlow,  1.  (5)  3  Curt.  201. 

(3)  flobart,  185.  .    (6)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  193. 

(7)  4  Notes  of  Cases,  431. 
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taken  away  by  a  Statute  unless  by  express  words :  Hawkins  v.       J.  O. 
Gathereole  (I) ;  Escott  v.  Masiin  (2)  ;  Viner's  Abr.  tit.  «  Statutes '*       1869 
(K  6),  pi.  13,  19,  and  132.      This  rule  has  been  held  to  have    Shbppabd 
especial  force  in   cases  of  jurisdiction;    the  jurisdiction  of  the  F&njL^HOBE 
Arches  Court  to  refuse  cannot  be  destroyed  except  by  express  words.  ^^  Btonkpr 
The  Bishop,  probably,  has  some  good  reason  for  sending  this  cause 
by  Letters  of  Bequest;   we  only  ask  that  he  should  state  his 
reason* 

The  Appellant's  Counsel  were  not  called  upon  to  reply. 
Their  Lordships  reserved  judgment. 

The  Lord  Chancellor  (Lord  Eatherley) : —  18C9 

Upon  this  appeal  the  question  has  been,  whether  the  Official     JurMSO. 
Principal  of  the  Arches  Court  was  right  in  declining  to  accept 
Letters  of  Bequest  from  the  Bishop  of  Baih  and  Wdls,  at  least  in 
their  present  shape,  upon  the  grounds  set  forth  in  his]  judgment  in 
the  Court  below. 

The  Letters  of  Bequest  appear  to  their  Lordships  to  have  been 
in  all  respects  valid  and  sufficient  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Church  DiscipUns  Act,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  to  bring  the  case  within 
the  cognizance  of  the  Official  Principal,  if  he  had  chosen  to  accept 
them,  and  to  act  upon  them ;  and  the  case  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction of  that  part  of  the  13th  section  of  that  Statute  therein 
referred  to,  whereby  it  is  enacted,  in  respect  of  the  offences  there 
named,  that  the  Bishop  of  the  Diocese  wherein  the  party  accused 
holds  any  preferment  may,  if  he  shall  think  fit,  send  the  case  by 
Letters  of  Bequest  to  the  Court  of  appeal  of  the  Province,  to  be 
there  heard  and  determined  according  to  the  law  and  practice  of 
such  Court 

This  13th  section  contains  one  of  several  provisions  made  by  the 
Legislature  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  a  course  for  the  trial  of 
offences  under  the  Statute,  and  appears  to  us  to  comprise  both  an 
enabling  and  an  obligatory  purpose. 

There  is  no  dispute  about  the  enabling  power  conferred  thereby. 
For  all  parties  agree  that  it  creates  a  power  for  the  Bishop  to  send, 
by  Letters  of  Bequest,  every  case  within  his  cognizance,  under  this 

(1)  6  Do  O.  M.  .^  G.  pp.  21,  81.  (2)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases.  104, 130. 
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J.  C.  Statute,  to  tlie  Judge  of  the  Court  of  the  Proyincey  if  he  shall 
1869  think  fit  so  to  do ;  and,  further,  that  it  creates  a  power  for  the 
Shefpabd  Judge  of  that  Court  to  accept  such  Letters  of  Bequest,  and  to  hear 
Phillimobb  ^^^  determine,  according  to  the  law  and  practice  of  his  Court, 
AMD  BEifNgrr.  every  case  which  shall  be  so  sent ;  but  the  parties  differ  in  respect 
of  the  obligatory  effect  of  the  clause  upon  the  Judge  of  the  Pro- 
vincial Court;  that  is  to  say,  whether  it  operates  to  create  the 
duty  alleged  by  this  appeal  to  have  been  imposed  thereby  upon 
him,  of  accepting  the  Letters  of  Bequest  now  in  question,  and  of 
hearing  and  determining  the  case  sent  therewith. 

The  Bespondent  contends  that  the  clause  does  not  impose  that 
duty  upon  the  Judge  universally,  but  only  in  the  cases  in  which  he 
approves  of  the  reason  which  induced  the  Bishop  to  send  them, 
and  that  in  any  other  case  he  is  under  no  obligation  and  under  no 
duty  to,<iccept  and  act  upon  them. 

The  Bespondent,  in  the  judgment  delivered  by  him,  has  con- 
sidered first  the  law  as  it  prevailed  before  the  Chureh  Discipline 
Act  with  reference  to  procedure  in  the  Court  of  Arches  upon  Let- 
ters of  Bequest;  secondly,  the  law  introduced  by  that  Statute. 

Upon  the  first  point  he  came  to  the  conclusion  that  the  Court  of 
Arches,  beforo  the  passing  of  the  Act,  was  entitled  to  refuse  Let- 
ters of  Bequest  unless  and  until  proper  grounds  were  assigned  why 
they  should  be  accepted.  Upon  the  second  point  he  has  oome  to 
the  conclfision,  that  though  the  Statute  authorized  the  Bishop  to 
send  the  Letters  of  Bequest  to  the  Court  of  the  Province,  it  does 
not  enact  that  the  Court  of  Arches  must  accept  them,  or  that  it 
may  not  require  reasons  to  be  assigned  why  it  should  accept 
them. 

Their  Lordships  desired  the  question  on  the  effect  of  the  Statute 
to  be  first  argued ;  and  they  are  satisfied,  notwithstanding  the  very 
able  manner  in  which  the  contrary  view  of  the  case  has  been  put 
before  them,  that  according  to  the  true  construction  of  the  Statute 
the  Judge  of  the  Court  of  Arches  cannot  refuse  to  deal  with  this 
case  according  to  the  13th  section  of  the  Church  Discipline  Ad, 
pursuant  to  the  Letters  of  Bequest 

Assuming,  as  their  Lordships  do,  for  the  puipose  only  of  ex- 
plaining their  opinion  on  the  effect  of  the  Statute,  that  any  Bishop 
on  transmitting  a  cause  by  Letters  of  Bequest  to  the  Court  of 
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appeal  of  the  Proyince^  is  boand  to  state  some  valid  reason  why       J.  0. 
he  does  not  proceed  in  the  first  instance  to  hear  and  determine       1869 
the  matter  in  his  own  Courts  yet  they  conceive  that  the  13th    shkfpabd 
section  of  the  Statute  supplies  in  itself  a  reason  for  his  so  doing,  ^^^l^^toBE 
and  renders  it  imperative  upon  the  Court  to  **  hear  and  determine  aito  Bbn-nbtt. 
the  matter."    The  sections  of  the  Statute  which  precede  the  13th 
give  to  the  Bishop  (as  has  been  observed  by  the  Bespondent) 
greater  powers,  and  greater  assistance  in  the  exercise  of  his  powers, 
to  hear  and  determine  cases  falling  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Act ;  but  the  13th  section  also  expressly  provides  that  it  shall  be 
lawful  for  him,  either  in  the  first  instance,  or  after  a  report  by 
Commissioners  that  there  is  sn&cient  prima  faeie  gtx>\md  for  in- 
stituting proceedings,  and  before  the  filing  of  Articles,  to  send  the 
case,  by  Letters  of  Bequest,  to  the  Court  of  appeal. 

On  the  part  of  the  Bespondent  it  has  been  ably  contended  that 
Letters  of  Bequest  are  a  term  of  art  with  a  known  meaning, 
having  been  a  known  instrument  for  transmitting  matters  from 
one  jurisdiction  to  another  in  Ecclesiastical  procedure,  and  that 
they  are  in  effect  a  request  which  may  be  refused — ^and  not  a 
command  which  oi^ht  to  be  obeyed — and  that  the  direction  to 
the  Judge  to  hear  and  determine  a  case  according  to  the  law  and 
practice  of  his  Court,  included  the  practice  of  rejecting  Letters  of 
Bequest  which  appeared  to  be  sent  without  sufficient  reason.  He 
further  concluded,  on  grounds  of  expediency,  that  such  a  case 
as  the  present  ought  to  be  first  heard  and  determine  by  the 
Bishop  before  it  should  come  to  the  Court  of  appeal  of  the  Pro- 
vince. 

But  these  arguments  have  failed  to  convince  their  Lordships 
that  the  Bespondent  is  entitled  to  their  judgment,  and  they  have 
come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  words  of  the  enactment  ''to  be 
there  heard  and  determined  according  to  the  law  and  practice  of 
the  Court  '*  are  to  be  construed  according  to  their  ordinary  accepta- 
tion, and  are  clear  to  secure  the  duty,  as  well  as  the  power,  of  so 
bearing  and  determining  the  cases  sent. 

It  appears  to  their  Lordships  that  it  would  be  a  very  unreason- 
able construction  of  the  Act  to  hold  that  when  it  is  expressly 
enacted  that  the  Bishop  may  send  the  Letters  of  Bequest  in  order 
"  that  the  cause  may  be  heard  and  determined,"  the  JuJgo  of  the 


460  .  CASES  IN  TOB^Em  GDUKCHi;  [Lu'lt 

J.  C.       Court  to  whom  siich  Letters  are  addressed  elioiild  first  detenum^, 

18E69       not  the  CETise,  bnt  the  question  whether  or  not  he  wili  hear  it. 

Shbppabd        It  is  to  be  observed  that  the  words  of  the  Statute  do  not  merely 

PhilSmobi  ^^^^^^^  *1^®  Bishojy  to  send  Letters  of  Bequest,  requesting 

ASD  Bbknett.  thereby  that  the  cause  may  be  heard  and  determined,  but  enable 

him  to  send  the  ease  itself  by  Letters  of  Bequest' to  the  Ck)urt  of 

appeal  to  be  there  heard  and  determined. 

The  Letters  of  Request  constitute  the  Tehide  by  whicli  the  ea» 
is  to  be  brought  before  the  Court,  but  when  brought  thither  the 
case  is  to  be  proceeded  with  as  of  right. 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  had  it  been  intended  to  gi^ 
the  Court  of  appeal  an  option  as  io  whether  or  not  it  wduM  hear 
the  case,  words  f  o  that  effect  ought  necessarily  to  have  beieh  intro- 
duced. 

The  case  of  J?6^  v.  The  BisUp  of  OhieJiestir  (1),  and  the 
dictum  in  Stiei'wood  v.  Bay  (2),  cases  which 'wer6  cited  by  the 
Respondent,  do  not  in  any  way  aflfectthe  question  before  their 
Lordships.  They  refer  to  the  commencement  of  proceedings  at 
the  instiance  of  a  private  promoter.  Bdt,  on  the  other  hancl,  it 
has  b6en  decided  that  after  a  commissiori  has  teen  issued  by  thb 
Bishop,  and  a  Beport  ha«;  been  made  that  fhere'i?i  sufficient  prima 
fade  ground  fbr  instituting  proceedings,  these  tnti^t  be  proceeded 
with :  lEx  parte  Denison  (3).  Great  inconvenience  would  arise  ftom 
a  constrhction  of  the  Statute  which  would  arrest  the  course  it 
justice  after  tlie  case  had  been  entertained  by  the  Bishop  to  the 
extent  of  issuing  a  Commissiori  and  obtainmg '  a  Belpbrt.  If  thfe 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  appeal  of  the  Province  can' refuse  to  hear  ft 
under  the  Letters  of  Bequest,  the'Bishop,'iii'th*  ^veut  of  a  Xan- 
damns  being  applied  for  against  |um,  may  say  that  he  was  enti|bled 
tp  tbe  pptiop  of  sending  it  to  the  Court  of  aj)peal  of  the  Prov^ice^ 
and  that  he  had  done  so,  and  the  case  might,  therefore,  remain 
wholly  unheard. 

The  learned  Judge  has  said  that  it  wbtild  bfe  'Stramge  if  the 
discretion  as  to  allowing  a  suit  to  be  instituted  were  vested  in  the 
Bishop  and  denied  to  the  Archbishop ;  but  the  same  might  be  said 
of  a  case  heard  by  the  Bishop  and  afterwards,  on  regular  appeal^ 

(1)  2  K  &  E.  209.  (2)  1  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  397. 

(3)  4  K.  &  B.  810. 
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brought  before  the  Archbishop.    The  question  as  to  the  propriety        J.  0. 
of  the  inquiry  is  not  before  the  Archbishop  in  either  case,  but  the         1869 
only  question  is,  whetlier  the  Bishop  shall  first  hear  it,  or  send  it     Sheppabd 
at  once  for  trial  to  the  Court  of  appeal.     The  Statute  intended  to  philumore 
give  an  opportunity,  where  the  Bishop  thought  such  a  course  ^^  B^-eti'. 
desirable,  of  sparing  the  litigant  one  hearing. 

Their  Lordships  are  further  of  opinion,  that  Letters  of  Request 
ought  not  to  be  regarded  as  a  compulsory  command  to  perform  an 
onerous  service,  seeing  that  all  exercise  of  authority  in  administer- 
ing justice,  according  to  law,  ought  to  be  regarded  as  a  privilege 
and  an  honour ;  and  the  Bishop,  in  sending  the  case,  by  Letters  of 
Eequest,  to  the  cognizance  of  the  Ofiicial  Principal,  ought  to  be 
regarded  as  seeldng  guidance  from  superior  knowledge  and  judi- 
cial powers,  rather  than  imposing  on  another  a  burthen^  which  he 
should  have  supported  himself  without  resorting  to  extraneous  aid. 

The  Letters  of  Request  are  no  more  than  the  process  by  which 
the  cause  is  to  be  placed  in  a  condition  to  be  heard  and  determined 
by  the  Superior  Court. 

Sir  Herbert  Jenner  Fust  appears,  in  the  case  of  BrooJces  v. 
CressweU  (I),  to  have  taken  this  view  of  the  Statute,  and  we  con- 
ceive it  to  be  the  correct  interpretation.  In  Sanders  v.  Sead  (2) 
lie  appears  to  have  entertained  the  same  opinion,  and  the  latter 
case  came  before  the  Judicial  Committee  on  appeal.  Head  v. 
Sanders  (3),  which  approved  of  the  decision.  Their  Lordships, 
therefore,  will  advise  Her  Majesty  to  remit  the  cause  to  the  Court, 
of  Arches,  to  be  there  .heard  and  determined  according  to  the  law 
and  practice  of  the  Court. 

There  will  be  no  costs  on  either  side. 

Proctors  for  the  Appellant :  Moore  dt  Ourrey. 
Proctors  for  the  OflScial  Principal  of  the  Arches  Court :  ToUer 
&  Sons. 

(1)  4  Notes  of  Cases,  481.  (2)  3  Curt.  42.       . 

(3)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  186. 
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J.  a*      DAME  ifeMILIE  MALVINA  EVANTUEEL  ) 

1869  AND  :6D0UAED  R^MILLAED     ,    .    .    .  j"  Appellants  ; 


March  2,^.  ^^^ 

—       L'HONORABLE  FRANgOIS  EVANTUEEL  .      Eksponbbht. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  COURT  OP  QUEEN'S  BENCH  FOB  LOWER 

CANADA  (APPEAL  SIDE). 

Lower  Canada^- Execution  of  WiR — Formalities  reqmnte — Covtnvye  de  Pari$y 
Art.  289 — " Dict4  et  nommS par  U  Testateur  aux  Notaires^ — Constructioih, 

Article  ^9  of  the  Coutume  de  Paris^  in  ibrce  in  Lower  Canada^  regacdii^ 
the  execution  of  Willa,  enacts : — "  Pour  rSputer  un  Testament  sclennd,  H  ^ 
n^cessaire  qu'%1  soit  icrit  et  signe  du  Testateur;  ou  qu'il  soitpass^ par  dcvant 
deux  Notaires;  ,  ,  ,  •  et  qu*il  ait  et€  dict^  et  nomm^par  le  Testateur  aux 
dita  Notaires  . .  .  .  e^  depuis  a  lui  rdu  en  la  pretence  d^icetUD  N^^aires  .... 
et  qu^il  soit  fait  mention  au  dit  Testament^  qu^U  a  dt£  ainsi  dicte^  nowmd^  ei 
relu,  et  qu^U  soit  signi  par  le  dit  Testateur ^  et  par  les  t^moins;  ou  quemen" 
tion  soitfaite  de  la  cause  pour  laquelle  ils  n^ont  pu  signerT* 

A  Testatrix  domiciled  in  Lower  Canada,  who  was  nnable  to  write,  sent 
for  a  Notary  to  make  her  Will,  giving  him  directions  as  to  the  dispositions 
it  was  to  contain,  which  he  took  down  in  writing.  The  Notary,  in  conformity 
with  the  instructions,  prepared  the  Will  and  handed  it  over  to  her.  The 
Testatrix  afterwards  consulted  a  Counsel  on  the  subject  of  the  Will,  and  he 
made  an  alteration  in  the  margin.  Two  days  afterwards  the  Testeitris  went 
to  the  Notary's  Office,  bringing  with  her  the  Will,  which  he  pemse^  and  see- 
ing the  alteration,  drew  his  pen  through  it.  He  then  sent  for  another 
Notary,  and  in  the  presence  of  the  second  Notary  asked  her,  wliat  were  the 
dispositions  she  desired  to  make,  which  she  expressed  briefly  to  be  all  tbe 
dispositions  contained  in  the  Will.  Tlie  firet  Notary  tiien  read  over  the  WHl 
to  her,  and  she  suggested  certain  alterationsi  which  were  made  by  him  in  the 
presence  of  the  other  Notary,  and  in  his  presence  he  re-read  to  the  Testatrix 
the  additions  and  corrections  made.  As  the  Testatrix  could  not  write  the 
"dnonce  saorainmUal*  was  as  follows :^-*^j1  deelari  ne  tavair  fix  4erire  m 
signer  de  le  requise ;" — 

Held  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Lower 
Canada,  on  the  appeal  side),  that  the  execution  of  the  Will  was  good,  and 
that  the  requirements  of  the  289th  Article  of  the  Coutume  de  Paris  bad 
been  sufficiently  complied  with,  as  the  wox^ '^diet^et  nommdparlc  TesUUeiw 
aux  dits  Notaires  "  did  not  require,  in  express  terms,  that  the  Will  should  be 
written  by  a  Notary  at  the  time  of  dictation  by  the  Testatrix. 


T 


HE  question  raised  upon  this  appeal  related  to  the  Will  of  the 
late  Madame  JEhanturel,  domiciled  in  Lower  Caauida^  the  yalidity 

*  Present'. — Sia  Jaues  William  Coltile,  Sib  Robbbt  PniLLiHonB  (Thb 
Judge  of  tue  High  Court  of  Admibalty),  The  Lobd  Juktioe  Selwth,  and 
The  Lobd  Justice  Giffabd. 
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of  which  depended  upon  the  regnlarity  of  its  execution,  as  re-        J.C. 
quired  by  the  289th  Article  of  the  Ccmtume  de  Paris,    The  Ap-        1869 
pellants  insisted,  in  the  Court  below,  that  the  Will  was  invalid,    evanturel 
upon  two  grounds ;  first,  that  the  Testatrix  had  not  legal  capacity  Ey^^^^jj^, 

to  make  such  Will,  and  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud  and  undue        

influence  practised  on  her  by  the  Eespondent.  This  latter  ground 
was  abandoned  in  the  course  of  the  proceedings  in  Canada.  And 
secondly,  that  it  was  not  validly  passed  and  exefeuted  according  to 
the  Law  of  Lower  Canada,  The  judgment  appealed  from  (which 
reversed  the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  for  the  Province  of 
J/ower  Canada^  District  of  Queheo),  sustained  the  Will,  as  being 
duly  executed,  and  valid  by  the  Law  of  Lower  Canada. 

The  facts  of  the  case  were  as  follows : — 

The  Respondent  was  the  only  Son,  and  sole  Executor,  and  resi- 
'duary  legatee  in  usufruct  of  the  late  Madame  Evanturel;  the 
Appellant,  EmUie  MaJvina  Evanturel,  was  his  Sister,  who  sued 
with  her  Husband  the  Appellant,  Bdov4Jurd  Bdmtllard, 

The  suit  commenced  by  a  claim  to  the  succession  of  the  late 
Madame  Evanturel  (pStUion  d'hA'ediie),  filed  by  the  Appellants  in 
the  Superior  Court  of  Lauder  Canada. 

The  petition  alleged,  in  substance,  that  Madame  Evanturel  died 
on  the  10th  of  November,  1863,  leaving  five  children  surviving  her, 
namely — one  son,  the  Eespondent,  Frangoia  Evanturel,  and  four 
daughters,  Maria  Marffuerite  JSvaniurel,  the  wife  of  Alfred  Pari; 
JSophie  Evaniurd,  the  wife  of  Louis  TimdhS  Suzor;  the  Appellant, 
EmUie  Malvina  Evanturel,  the  wife  of  the  Appellant,  Edouard 
JUSmiUard;  and  Mmire  Aglae  Evanturel,  unmarried;  that  such 
five  children  constituted  the  sole  heirs  of  Madame  Evanturel,  and 
that  consequently  each  of  them  was  entitled  to  one-fifth  share  of 
her  property ;  that  nevertheless  the  Eespondent  had  uxdawfuUy 
possessed  himself  of  the  whole  of  the  property  of  the  deceased, 
to  the  exclusion  of  his  Sisters ;  and  the  petition  prayed  that  the 
Eespondent  should  be  ordered  to  deliver  up  to  the  Appellants 
-one-fifth  share  of  such  property,  with  all  profits  accrued  thereon, 
and  to  pay  the  coats  of  the  suit. 

To  this  petition  the  Eespondent  replied  by  a  peremptory  and 
p^-petual  exception  in  law  (exception  piremftoire  en  droit  per- 
pHwHe),  in  which  he  pleaded  the  Will  in  question,  dated  the  18th 

3         2  r  2 
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J.  0.       of  May,  1661 ,  made  by  his  late  Mothw.    The  Will,  the  due  e&eca« 

18G9       lion  of  which  was  alone  in  contest^  after  directing  payment  of  the 

EvAtiTCBKL   Testatrix's  debts,  comprised  a  donation  by  Instrument  inter  vi^H>s, 

EvAmvsBL    ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^  executed  on  the  1st  of  December^  I860,  of  a  piece 

— ^       of  land  in  Quebec,  in  favour  of  th^  Bespondent,  and  giving  certain 

specific  legades  and  annuities,  declared  that  she  discharged  her  Son 

i^m  all  acccyunts  and  daims  against  him  as  her  Agent  or  Attoan^y 

during  her  lifetime,  and  appointed  him  sole  Eseeutor  thereof. 

The  Testatrix  was  xmable  to  write,  though  cup^le  ofroading  to 
some  extent,  and  in  consequence  the  maimer  in  which  the  .Will 
(which  was  in  French)  was  eseouted  was  stated-  'On  the  &ce  of  it 
a^ follows:—  J  . ; 

^  Ce  ftit  ainsifaii,  dieti  et  nomm  par  la  Ute  Dcm^  veuve  Ftaf6^ 

^anturel,  iestairiee,  aiix  diis  Jfbiairee  gbua^iphee,  et't&u  ^Sieni  tA- 

tament  lui  ayant  StS  tu  et  relii  pAr  Mtre,  Jfoseph  -PetkHeti^  fi^n'  JiSs 

iSffe  Notaires,  en  prSsenee  de  Mire.  Phittippi  JBtM,-  ibnl^dnfren, 

'pour  ce  mafidSy  la  dUe  Damb  EM/ntUrela  dklb  hOmenimuinfel 

'  corhprendre,  et  y  tt  persMS,'  a  QuSbmy  en  riiude'de^  MtrBJ'foB^ 

Petitclerc,  Fun  des  dits  ifotaireSy  Van  mil  Ami  eettt  soiMBuielei'^ unite 

^ dix'Tiuitieme  four  du  mcHidi  mid,  upf^^imM,9it»h'nttmSrdlowse 

'niiUe  ^x  cerd  quaJ^e^iigi  Biob,     Et'  Itt  diU  Duike  ^enAe^F^angaSs 

JSvanturel  a  dSclarS  ne  savoir  ni  Scrire  ni  signer  de  ce  requise^hkbtke 

'  faite  d  refaife.    Sdixanie-trois  mots  raySs  ioM  nub.'    Trdis  reAvais 

'  apfrm^cB  iont' Ikm.^Hi: Sudf,  N.P:  ■  Jh. •  PMidk^c,  SfrBJ^ ''  -  <; 

' '    "The  Appellants  replied  to  th6  Kespbnd^tal'i  exo^'plitAi  hf'^^iiSl 

^nswera,  affirming  their  original 'J)etitioii  arid  trav^Aing  thfe  ebcb^p- 

^ion  of  the  Respondent.    And  by  a  special  answer  ftie^  dehfed'  'the 

'  validity  of  the  Will  propounded  l)y  ihe  Respondent  ott'  thb  jgrdudJs 

of  incapacity  arid  undue  influeince,  and  al6o  on  tlie  *^tbuhd  ^df  lii- 

si^fficient  and  informal  execution^  <\    »j  i  ci - 

''.  '  The  Appellants  afterwards  moved  before  the  ShpSriOr -Obtfrt'of 

'  tower  Canada  that  they  might  be  at  liberty  ^  de  iir^dMfh  m  fixik  ** 

againsi  the 'Will  plead^  by  the  R^^poiidfeiit^  t6  tajke"  ^rddeeda^ 

for  the  purpose  di  shewing  tfaat  the  Wfllwas  not  ddl^  ekecutfed 

as  a  testamentary  in^truhi^nt  '    '  *'   '         '    ■  '  I.n 

Ah  inscription  en  /atte  is,  by  ttfe  LaW  of  PrctAtde  aAd  Lunkr 

Canada,  necessary  %heh  fe  public  Tfestament,  or  Teiiameif^eolmii^ 

'  purporting  on  the'fece  of  ft  to  hiiT6  been  duly  ditffe' «f  fwnwrtrf  by 
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the  Testator  to  two  Notaries,  is  sought  to  be  annulled,  as  not        J,  G. 
haying  been  in  fact  so  dicte  d  nammS.  1869 

Leave  was  granted,  and  they  then  obtained  an  Older,  aooording  byamtqrei. 
to  the  ordinary  practice  when  tliere  is  an  ^^  mscriptian  etifatm''  e  *''  el 
against  an  exhibit,  that  the  Will  should  be  lodged  in  the  office  of  -^- 
the  ProChonotaiy  of  the  Oourt*  They  afterwards  filed  a  statement 
of  their  objections  to  the  due  executioa  of  the  Will,  "moyeiu  de 
faux,^  The  objections  so  pleaded  were  as  follows : — First,  that 
the  ^etended  Will  of  the  late  Bame  JEhmdurel,  under  date  the 
18th  of  May,  1861,  was  not  ddotS  d  nomme  by  her  to  M.  Jh. 
Pditdere  and  his  Collei^ue,  Notaries  Public,  as  falsely  allege^ 
in  the  pretended  Will.  Secondly,  that  the  pretended  Will  was 
not  ditstS  et  Th^mmS  by  her  to  M.  Petitekre  and  his  Colleague, 
Notaries  Pabb'c^  on  the  18th  of  May,  1861,  as  falsely  alleged  by 
the  pretended  Will.  Thirdly,  that  important  parts  of  the  pre- 
tended Will  (other  than  the  preamble),  appeared  to  be  manuscript, 
written  or  altered  in  a  strange  hand,  other  than  that  of  either  of 
tjie  two  Notairies  who  passed  the  Will.  On  the  objections  so 
pleaded  issue  was  joined* 

The  cause  was  heard  on  the  lOtib  of  June,  1864,  in  the  Superior 
Gonrt  of  Lower  Canada,  before  the  Hon.  J.  T.  Taschereau,  Assistant 
Judge. 

Li  order  to  support  the  aboye  objections,  the  Appellants  called 
as  witnesses,  Pditelerc  atd  Huoi,  the  two  Notaries  before  whom  the 

;  Will  w^  psj^sed,  and  iho  Testatrix's  legal  adviser  Casavit    ^eir 

.  evidence  as  to.  tji^  execution  of  the  ^Viil  was  to  the  following 
,  effect  :'-*-3f..  PetUderpy  the  family  Notary,,  was  summoned  by  the 
;T^9tatriX}  on  i\s^  .16th  o^  .M«^y,  18^1,  ,^nd  went  to  her  in  the  after- 

.  noon  'of  that. day.  Hei  found  Modems  Evantwrel  alone,  and  phe 
said  at  once  that  she  wanted  to  mak^  her  Will,  and  thcA  and  there 

:  d^ated  h^r .  wfehps,  of  ^hiph  he  ina,dQ .  a  Mepiorandi^m.  ; .  This 

'  Memorancluni  contain^  in  an  abbreviated  form,  Ml  the  disposi- 
tions aad  beiq\iestf  wbich  appeared  ia  0ie  \yiUi  //The  Testatrix 

.  then,  told  Wp^. to  draw; -pp/ her  .Williaqparding  to  these  instruptio^s, 
and  to  send  it  to  her  that  she  miffjbit ,  jbave .  ^t  e^ami?ie^d  ]by  her 
Coiln^et  He  di\BW.  up  tlie  WiU  according,  to  th^se instructions  the 
sam^  day  or  thiE^  day  folloTYiag^  a^d,  3^nt  it.^b^cj:  to  Madame  Ey<fii' 

.  turel.    On  the  afternoon  of  ..tlje  l&l;h  pf  Stay,  Madame  Uvanfurd 
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J.  C.  came  to  his  oflSce  to  execute  her  Will,  bringing  with  her  the  drafiL 
1869  which  had  been  sent  to  her ;  M.  PetUderc  took  it  and  examined  it> 
jBtabstosbju  c^d  finding  some  words  on  the  fifth  page  in  a  stcange  hand^  he 
EvAKTUBjsu  scratched  them  out  at  once;  he  then  sent  for  his  Gdleague, 
— ^  M.  Huot,  to  assist  at  the  execution.  On  IL  Huot's  entraxice,  Jf.  Petit- 
dero  requested  the  Testatrix  to  say  what  her  last  wishes  were ; 
and  she  repeated  in  brief  all  the  requests  and  dispodticms  contained 
in  the  Will*  If.  PetUdero  took  the  Will^  read  it^  and  haying  done^ 
so,  asked  Madame  Evamtwrd  if  she  wished  to  add  or  alter  anything. 
Madame  JEvarUurd  then  mode  some  trifling  emendations^  and  then 
desired  him  to  add  the  words  which  he  had  already  found  in  tiie 
margin,  written  in  a  strange  hand,  to  the  effect,  that  if  any  of  her 
Daughters  tried  to  dispute  her  Will»  the  legacy  to  such  Daughter 
or  Daughters  should  be  void  and  fall  into  residue ;  at  her  request 
he  added  these  words  in  his  own  handwriting,  and  he  and  hid 
CSdUleague  yerified  the  addition  by  affixing  to  it  their  initialSi 
M  PdUderc  then  read  the  Will  once  again,  and  ae^ed  the  Testatrix, 
to  sign,  but  she  declared  she  could  not  write.  The  eYidenoe  of 
M.  CasauU  confirmed  in  every  respect  that  given  by  Jlf.  PeUiderei. 
It  was  he  who  had  added  the  words  in  the  margin  whioh  were 
scratched  out  by  If.  PdHclank  He  was  present  at  the  execution: 
of  the  Will,  and  said  that  Madame  Evaniurel  then  repeated  all  the 
dispositions  which  were  contained  in  the  Will  in  the  same  way  as 
they  were  there  expreesed,  without  however  empjsoyioig  the  same 
words  or  folloving  absolutely  the  same  order,  and  that  she  did  this* 
in  the  presence  of  JH  Hmt,  M.  PetUdere,  and  the  wkness.  ML  Bud 
said  that  M  Petitclerc  asked  Madame  Evaniurd  what  ware  the 
dispositions  which  she  wished  to  make,  and  she  repeated  in  farid^ 
all  the  diapositions  which  were  contained  in  the  WiU.  She  ler- 
peated  in  an  easily  comprehensible  manner  the  dispositions  whidi 
were  contained  in  the  Will,  as  if  she  knew  them  by  heart ;  azid  it 
appeared  from  the  evidence  of  M  CasavM  that  this  witness  held 
the  draft  WiU  in  his  haad,  and  followed  Madame  Eoaniard  as  she 
repeated  them.  Either  he  or  M,  Pditderc  remarked  to  her,  that 
there  was  a  note  written  in  a  strange  hand,  and  she  said  that  she 
had  instructed  Jf.  Casatilt  to  add  it.  M,  Pditderc  scratched  out 
the  words  in  his  presence  and  re-wrote  them  in  his  own  hand. 
As,  however,  the  Appellants  persisted  in  their  objection  that  the 
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Will  had  not  been  dicU  ei  nammSy  and  endeayoured  to  sustain  it       J.  o. 
hj  a  technical  confitruction  of  the  289th  Article  of  the  Cou^me  de       1869 
JPdsris,  the  Bespondent  proceeded  to  shew  how  the  law  had  been   evaxtubk. 
coBstmed  in  practice.    With  this  view  he  called  one  of  the  prin-  By^^JLjaiL 

cipal  Notaries  of  Montreal  and  ten  Notaries  c^  large  practice  at       

QuAm^  who  all  confirmed  the  mode  adopted  by  M.  PdUderc  in 
reepact  to  the  execution  of  the  Will,  stating  that  they  had  seldom, 
if  ever,  except  in  the  case  of  illness  or  immediate  necessity,  made 
Wills  in  any  other  way. 

The  Appellants  in  the  first  instance  objected  to  the  admission  of 
this  evidence,  and  ultimately  endeavoured  to  neutralLee  its  force 
by  counter  evidence  of  their  own.  They  produced  eight  Notaries 
from  vM'ious  Country  Districts,  who  were  in  the  habit  when  they 
made  &  Will  of  writing  it  down  at  once  &om  the  dictation  of  the 
Testa/tor  in  the  presence  of  another  Notary,  or  of  two  witnesses.  But 
it  appeared  that  few,  if  any,  of  the  witnesses  adopted  this  practice 
fvom  any  idea  of  its  being  the  only  lawful  one ;  on  the  contrary,  it 
was  mostly  on  grounds  of  convenience  that  they  acted  as  they  did, 
their  Clients  being  generally  people  from  the  country  round,  who 
came  into  town  for  the  day,  and  who  could  not  wait  or  come 
again  when  their  Wills  had  been  put  into  proper  form,  while  at  the 
same  time  the  property  was  generally  so  small,  and  the  disposition 
of  it  so  simplcy  that  no  peculiar  care  or  consideration  would  be 
needed  for  framing  their  Wills.  Of  three  Notazies  in  Qtiebas  whom 
the  Appellants  called  in  support  of  thcij:  view,  two  had  but  seldom 
piactised  as  Notaries,  and  had  never  had  a  WiU  of  any  importance 
to  draw,  and  the  third,  Jf .  Franeau^  admitted  that  he  had  quite 
reoBntly  drawn  up  several  Wills  in  the  very  way  in  which  Madame 
EifaniuTers  Will  was  drawn,  and  his  admission  was  confirmed  by 
the  Bespondent's  witnesses  in  rebuttid^  who  had  assisted  M.  Pru/neau 
in  passing  several  Wills. 

The  cause  was  heard  before  Mr.  Justice  TasAereau,  who,  on  the 
5th  of  September,  1864,  pronounced  the  following  judgment : — • 

**  Considering  that  the  Plaintiffs  have  failed  to  prove  the  allega- 
tions of  their  special  answers  to  the  peremptory  and  perpetual 
exception  in  law  of  the  Defendant  {exception  peremjdoire  en  droit 
perpetueUe)  being  allegations  as  to  suggestion  and  captation,  of 
which  the  Defendant  is  accused  by  the  Plaintiffs,  and  as  to  the 
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J.  a        mental  condition  of  the  late  Mai^ma  Efxinturel,  their  Mother;  at 

1869J       the  moment  of  tiie- execution  of  the  Will  filed  id  this  6anse  as 

ETiimmxL  being  that  of  Mddams  Ikanturel^  made  £knd  executed  on  the  IStli 

ETAsnrmct    ^  ^^7^  18ffl,  before  M*  FdUderc  and  his  Colleagiie,  Notaries  PuUic 

afc  QjMhso,  the  Cdurt  d&misses  with  cost^  against  the  Plaintiffs 

those  parts  of  their  special  answers  to  ti^e  exception  of  tiie  De- 
fefndanty  by  which  they*  plead  the  facts  of  suggestion  and  captatioii, 
abd  of  weakness  of  li^ind  'oii  the  part'  of  Madame  Evaninrel,    Gob- 
sidering  that  it  is'  established  W  the 'proof  given  in  this  caus^ 
on 'tii6 'objection  toTElidity  (^aor^acm  6nJ%i[iia!)'niade  and  filed 
by- die  Plaintifb  ^enfau^'  against  tile  Will  of  Madame  Euanhirel, 
that  such  Will  was  not  dictated  and  expressed  {dtde  et  fk>mme^ 
hy  Mad(nme  £t;afiiitfBl  to  the  aferesAid  iN^btakies  aeootdiog  to  the 
law.    €k)nBidering  that  th^  fact  of  hairing<  in  advalnce,  and;  upon 
ntites  given  to  a  single  Notary,  and  talcenby  jbim  in  tfaeeJlSene^  of 
hEs'  brbther  Nota^yr  pr^afed  durii^  the  next  day  ihb  WiU  >df 
Madame  £vaniv»€b  out^of 'hertpresehce/and  haviiaig^  submitted  it  io- 
her^I  preparedon  a  folbwiDg  day,  in  thd  pFesenoe^^thdBeooitti. 
Notar^y  in! Wfaos&pirfesenoiB  theWill'Wsls.readifialibdiiielid*  bsg^uk^we/H^ 
after^ the- Testatrix  baid  re|)eated'  h^c  dispo^HionB  tX);tlie'Noterii^^ 
is^not  ^quiralent  to'th^  formiility'  rel^uiirad  Ky  ithe  latv  oft  diot^ting^ 
aitd  «(xpire9singtlie  Wili^  lEind' does  inot  tdeet  the  €sigc|nefll&  of  4^^ 
law.     Considering  thatiiiiiieexdcil^ioki  of  ai^dlemn  UDtaijaLlfVBIi; 
the  formalities  prescribed  by  the  law  ought  to  be  strictly  observed 
under  the  penalty  of  nullity,  and  ihat  eqAfvalentk  oti^t^nox  t6  be 
abttiittfed  5n'  tfieir  kseciitiob,  i)i  order  'to  a^trid '  raifitakefc;  ottfdrsy 'ifid 
fkttds;  the  Ckraii  ^aitiflainfi  th<6  D^j^otton^t<>'>i^lidity'<iniMrr^ 
ek'/Mu^  made  by  tbelE^ain'tifffe  ^*n  /iw«  'fegaftistiAe^  Will  abbetog^ 
ill^jgdlly  jE^ec^tbd;  that  'is  to  say  r  a^  not  halving  be^a^^iitalied  -httti! 
expressed  by  her  to  the  Notaries  Public  \Aho  drew  the  WilJ/'Wih' 
oost0  kgai&grt)  the  t)^fendant<''^  j/bua;/  &)nd  declared  Buoh:>Will'ik'i11 
fcii?  feU  legal  pntposefe.*'"  •  ^^   '        •    t;: ,  ..• .  i.  ■.   ,    r.  ..     .,1,1   .,'_.? 
^  Against  •  thia '  dbijigJon;  in  so'  far  aS'  k  decilated  •  the  ^Wili^  teritlid^  t 
the  Respondent  ap^aeiled  to  the  Oontt  'of  Qn^eil's'BdbeJi'of  £0113^^ 
G»n}(J(da/'  The  Appellants' ako  appealed  to  this  Court  of -Qmisa'r 
Bettch  agafnst  ttiat'pairt-of^it  which  amotmted  'to  adeoisioti^gAi^st- 
them  on  th^  merits,  namely,  on  theqifestions  rais^  by^  IIk^'<action, 
olh^r'riiasi  that  as'to  die  validity  of  the'WilL  •  ,.  y;  .-  iu.:   -^ 
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•  The  appeal  was  h«atd  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  consisting        J.  0, 
(£  the  Chief-  Justice  Dimxly  and  the  Justices  Aylwin^  Merediik,        1668 
Ihuhrvnumdy  and  MondeUiy  and  on  the  20th  of  Jtfue>  1865,  the   EYAvrrosb 
Oouit  deliTered  judgment  on  the  appeal  of  the  present  Eeepondfebt.  .^  ^;^ 
This  judgment  rCTBrsed  tiie  decision  of  the  Court  beiow  pronounced        — 
against  the  validity  of  the  Wil]>  aTid  ordered  the  pmseJUiv  Appel*. 
lantB  to  pay  the  co6ts  m  bdtli  Oourta'  ^Tbe  Judges  w^re  divided  in 
opinibn.    The  Chief  Ju^ce  ihatf^,  and  tWlJuatices  Aixfhtnn  abd 
MeredUhf  were  in:  favour  of  the  appeal,  iho^  Judges  iproeeeding  on 
the  evidence  of  the  Notaries  asta  usage^^  biit^tb^  J'usticQsf  Dnmf^- 
ntondond  Monddet  dissented  fbomthe  judgment  oft  the  ibtajotitf 
of  the  Court.  .;/,♦:• 

The  Appellants  appli^  tot  leave  to  appeal,  tb  iHcfr  Majesftf  in* 
Council  £rom  Idiie  judgment  before  procdedin^^o  ait^fcMfe and  Jbr* 
trial  of  tile  eidher  issneB  in  the  dause^  wJueh  sIppUcatiGii.  the  roort  [ 
riM&S^J  The  ^aJus^  vras  then  remitted  to  the^  SvpeDrieTr  Oouirt»  ietnd ! 
trfisd  ikpon  the  otlier' issues  which  i^^ted- to  the  tbstatoes^ 
city  of  the/Destatrix,  aqd  the  BupetiocCoiiityiftertildngt'efiridkLQev' 
donnissed .the  ApiielknVc' action 'iv^  -Tlofs.  judgment  iwas^ 

appeated<  fMtii  to^he  •Ooqrt'  of  QuieiifB  Pend»^  i  appeal  -side^  whidbi 
Oennrt,  on  the  18itb  of  M^rcb,  1867^  ^rmed.'that  tjudgnie^t  tv;ith< 
codte;    The  'present  appeal  'was  frem  this  laiti-iUentibiiedrjudgmefat 
aUd^the  judgment  df  the  20tiii:OfJimey  1665..  .  •:  _  r; 

...Mr. -Potmni?^ for.  tJieAppe^^^^  .    ^  ,    ,  ^      ,  \. 

I.Xb^i^iHestio)!  i4yoly^'in  :thi$.  appeaI,.ithoiigh  iof  iantecbitieAl 
n^ivkr^s  is^  one  ^  io£ !  ij^fimite.  impc(ptaa34e  regarding  the  pradtioe :  wA  ^ 
ue«ge « of:  iKatarJies;  v^,  .^prepari^ig  aud  'OibtaNx^  t  tb^  ex€tei^w^  q|. 
Wills'  i]i.iZr<)«o«r  .'Cbno^i  tandth^-  c^ndequ^n.t  vi«JidHy/Ca:.  iiaK^ 

VlUidity^  //     .  '^    /'     ,;       .'-/•'■'!.  ..-j;      ./.       .    t    ..f    ■    ,^    /  <    I        -    '.. 

] ITke  QMmm%  <2a  JWis  )s  the  ^gove|aling.law  (^iJiowr  ^G4mstic^\m > 
r^ards  the  passing  and  execution  of  TestameiUai.  'Sy,  ii»ri..^89  o£i 
t]ie:C]lMfl(t4bHa^It  uj  j  p^K^rided^  tl^atite  the  validity^  of  .th^!JTeaU^n0nt 
uhnndyor  public  Testatn^kit  (pcM^  r^ptti^  i^f^.J<^ain^soZ0nA62)i 
it*isne00saaryy  ilhat  it  ishould  be  written  and  signed  by  th0  TestatoC, ' 
or-pasoedi  b^rei  two.Notiyries» ..  .  » .  or.  a  !(4otary  and  < two  Witnetet^s; ' 
.  .4  •«.  w  and  that  .it-ba  dkUei  ^Mmmii  by  .'th^  .T^ti^tQr  tot  tba  «iaid 
Notaries,  &c.,  and  aftentsraids  to  him>:i^eid47aa4'i:er]!Qad  (f\^)  m{ibe 
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J.C.       presence  of  the  said  Notaries  .  .  .  and  that  mentiaa  be  made  in 

1869       the  said  Testament  that  it  was  so  diete  et  nomme  &t  rdu;  and 

Ev^inraBiu.   ^^  ^^  ^^  signed  by  the  Testator  and  by  the  Witnesses^  or  that 

E  AHTUBBL   ™®^*io^  ^  made  of  the  cause  why  they  have  not  been  able  to 

—       sign* 

In  this  case  ihe  first  question  of  law  iS|  whether  the  AppdUant's 
imoription  en  fa\m  ought  not  to  hare  been  maintained  on  all  oar 
some  of  their  moyeM  de  faux.  With  respect  to  the  first  moyesa  de 
fnuz :  It  is  laid  down  in  Merlin^  i^p*  de  Jur^  Ui.  ^'  Faux,''  sects. 
1  and  4,  th»Xfattx  is  an  alteration  of  truth,  and  an  act  of  faux  is 
the  stroDgeet  ground  of  nullity :  PerrauU  v.  8imard  (1).  Here  the 
Notaries  coounitted  a  fatix  by  inserting  an  untrue  atat^nent  i& 
the  testament,  that  it  had  been  duly  didi  ei  nomme  to  the  two 
Notaries.  In  the  case  of  a  Testament  purporting  on  the  £ftce  of  it 
to  have  been  duly  diet4  et  nammS  et  relu^  the  proper  comse  of 
proceeding  to  have  the  Testament  annulled  is  by  an  iauoription  e» 
faux  I  Merlin,  Bsp.  de  Jur.,  tit.  "  Imeripti^n  de  Fauxr  Notaries 
are  oompetent  witnesses  to  prove  the/aiM? :  Boutier  v.  M6biiaiih{2y ; 
VeBinff  Y.Parant  (3) ;  Bourassa  v.  Bcurasea  (4).  The  geneeal  prin*- 
ciples  of  French  law  applicable  to  Testaments  are  these  :-*^Tbe 
right  to  dispose  by  Testament  is  considered  a  braneh  of  public,  not 
of  private  Law :  Fwffole,  Traite  des  Testaments,  Tern.  L,  sect  13, 
p.  122 ;  Ferriere,  Cautume  de  Paria,  Tarn.  IIL,  tiL  14^  gloe.  1,  No.  13, 
p.  331  a,  and  is  rigidly  guarded  by  formalities,  which  are  of  its 
very  essence :  Merlin,  Bep.  de  Jur.,  sect.  11.,  p.  389  b,  TonK  XXXII^ 
voee  ''  Suggestion "  [Ed.  1828].  The  olq*ect  of  the  French  Law 
has  always  been  to  prevent  the  natural  rights  of  legitimate  lieirs 
being  too  readily  sacrificed  to  a  Testator's  capricae,  and  in  this 
r^^>ect  Testaments  are  distinguished  from  donations  inter  wuos: 
Ferriere,  Coutume  de  Paris,  en  Art.  292,  glos.  Ire,  Tom.  IIL,  p«  388  a. 
No.  7 ;  FouUier,  Des  Don.  et  Test.,  Tom.  V.,  pp.  435—7,  No.  446 
[Ed.  1839]. 

The  alleged  Will  was  not  validly  dietS  et  nomme  to  two  Notaries, 
as  fftlsely  stated  on  tlie  face  of  that  instrument,  as  is  required 
by  the  CotUume  de  Paris,  Art  289,  and  not  having  been  com- 
plied with  is  9.  nullity.     According  to  the  true  con^anetion  o£ 

(1)  6  Low.  Can.  Reps.  pp.  17,  22.  (3)  4  Low.  Can.  Reps.  228. 

(2)  Stuaj-Cs  Low.  Can.  Reps.  440«  (4)  17  Ibid.  299. 
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Article  289,  and  decisions  thereon,  the  words  "pas^  par  devant       J.  a 
dmucNidaires  .  .  .  d  qu'iladi£iidioU  etnammSparle  Testateuraws       1M9 
dU»  NotaireB  .  ..et  depuis  a  Iwi  relu  enpr6$enee  d'ieeux  NoiaireB*'  SsCy  ETumnoL 
mean  that  the  Will  must  be  dictated  by  the  Testator  to  the  two  bvaJtcbiiw 

Notaries,  and  then  and  there,  as  dictated,  written  down  by  one  of       

the  Notaries,  or,  at  least,  by  some  one  in  their  presence,  and  in  the 
presence  of  ibe  Testator,  and  then  and  there  read  and  re-read  to  the 
Testator  in  the  presence  of  both  Notaries ;  the  whole  being  one  trans^ 
aetion.  In  the  Court  below  the  Respondent  contended,  that  the 
Article  only  meant,  that  the  Testator  must  declare  or  acknowledge 
the  Will  before  two  Notaries,  and  that  it  need  not  be  written  down 
at  the  Testator's  dictation,  or  in  the  Testator's  presence,  or  by  one 
Notary  in  the  presence  of  the  other,  or,  in  fact,  by  any  Notary  at  all ; 
but  we  submit,  that  the  Respondent's  construction  strikes  out  of 
the  Oofidume  all  the  most  material  words,  beginning,  '^  et  qu'Ucdt  He 
didi^  leaving,  in  effect,  only  ^^pas^  par  devant  deux  Notaire^ 
whiek  would,  standing  alone,  have  the  very  same  force  which  the 
Beepondent  gives  to  the  entire  Article.  The  Respondent  does 
not  explain  why  the  words  diM  d  nomTni  find  their  way  into 
all  public  Testaments;  still  less  why  the  words  unci  a  mat  are 
uauaUy  added,  though,  perhaps,  not  absolutely  requisite.  It  is  of 
importance  to  bear  in  view  that  the  old  repealed  Ccwtwme  de  Paris^ 
Art.  96,  did  not  contain  the  words  dicti  et  nommi:  Bourdat  de 
Buhebowrg,  de  Ccuttkmee,  Tom.  III. ;  and  hence  the  impcHianee  of  the 
meaning  attributed  to  these  worda  under  the  289th  Artiole  of  the 
new  dmtwBke  de  Paris.  It  is  necessary  to  ascertain  the  meaning 
of  the  ^ioiii  dieter  in  this  Article*  The  following  authorities 
establish  that  the  word  dieter  always  has  been  interpreted  in 
Frendi  Law  to  prcmounce  before  another  that  which  is  to  be 
simultaneously  taken  down  in  writing  as  diotated.  In  the  Diet, 
de  TrivQtM,  verlo  **  JWcfer,"  T(m.  IL,  p.  773  (Tow.  III.,  p*  84  b 
[Ed.  1752]),  it  is  said,  ""Faire  krire  a  qwiqu'tm  sous  aei  quelque 
diaoonMre  en  le  prononfont  a  haute  et  intdligiile  vcix  et  mot  a  motJ* 
So  in  Ferriere,  OofOmne  de  Parte,  Tarn.  11.,  p.  256  [Ed.  1762], 
Tom.  in.,  p.  347  a,  No.  12  [Ed.  1685],  ''Dieter,  c'eet  dire  quelque 
cioee  a  deaein  qu'U  aoit  ridigi  par  4erii;*'  Lemaistre,  Ooutume 
de  Parie,  pp.  425-6  [2nd  Ed.  1741;  1st  Ed.  PaHe,  1700].  The 
above  authoritiBs  were  anterior  to  the  Ordownance  of  1735,  which. 
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J.  C.        the  Respondent  ingisted,  introduced  for  the  first  time  the  meaning 

1869       of  ^v^itmg  in  connection  with  ** dieter;^  Merlins  Rep,  de  Jur., 

BTi»TOBKt  voce  •*  Testament;'  s.  III.,  t  IF.,  Art.  1,  No.  X.,  p.  432  b  [Ed.  1828], 

Btaotuml.  P-  ^^2  b.  [Ed.  1809,  and  Johnson's  case,  there  cited,  in  1729-90] ; 

lb.  sect,  II.  &  HI,  Art.  IL,  No.  11,  p.  448  a.  [Ed.  1828],  p.  703  b. 

[Ed.  1809] ;  FouUier,  Don.  et  Test.  No.  410,  Tom.  V.,  p.  380  [Bd. 
1839],  and  No.  418 ;  Diet,  de  VAead.  Frangaise,  voce  **  Dieter''  by 
Landaisy  BeschereSe^  Fleming,  et  Tibbins ;  Discussion  du  Code  Napo^ 
Uon,  Tom.  III.,  p.  872  [2nd  Ed.  Paris,  1808].  Burffe's  Oomm.  <m 
Col.  and  For.  Law,  Vol.  iv.,  pp.  426-7,  and  Colin  DSNsle,  **  Don. 
et  Test:'  ch.  v.,  pp.  320  b.,  330-1-2,  368  b,  370. 

The  word  *'nommS"  adds  nothing  to  the  force  of  the  word 
"  diets;*  but  is  included  in  it ;  the  two  forming  a  compound  techni- 
cal phrase,  equivalent  to  **  give  and  grant,"  "  have  and  hold "  in 
English  Law,  and  is  incapable  of  being  replaced  by  any  synonyme: 
Ferriere,  Goidume  de  Paris,  Tom.  HI.,  p.  347  a,  Na  IL ;  Bieari, 
part  I.,  ch.  v.,s.  5,  No.  1503,  p.  338  [Ed.  1685,  p.  838];  LemaistrSy 
Coutume  de  Paris,  p.  422.  In  p.  423  Lemaislre  says,  that  accord- 
ing to  Du  Plessis  the  absence  of  the  word  "  nommi  "  imports  nullity, 
"  because  the  word  '  dictS '  refers  to  the  Notaries, '  nommS^  to  the 
witnesses  f  but,  according  to  Lemaislre,  both  words  refer  to  the 
Notaries,  and  as  they  certainly  refer  to  the  Testator :  it  is  dlear 
that  the  words  ^'dieli  et  nommS^  imply,  that  the  action  of  flie 
Testator  and  the  Notaries  is  co-operative  and  eontemporaneons. 
But  in  the  Court  below  the  Bespondent  insiBted,  that  the  words 
**  diet^  et  nomm6  ^  did  not  originally  imply  anything  more  than  to 
transmit  the  Testator's  Will,  and  that  then*  meaning  has  mld^tgone 
a  change  since  the  Ordonnanee  of  1735«  The  above  authoritfes, 
however,  shew,  that  the  same  meaning  has  always  been  given  to 
those  words  under  the  Ordonnanoe  and  CodeNapdUon,  as  under  tfie 
Coviume  which  introduced  them.  The  Ordonnanee  of  1785>as,'in 
fact,  chiefly  passed  for  the  purpose  of  diminishing  the  restrictiiHis 
imposed  by  the  Goutumes,  whereas,  according  to  the  Bespondent's 
contention,  the  Ordonnanee  first  imposed  the  necessity  of  writiag 
on  the  Notaries.  Assuming  such  a  construction  to  be  the  true  one, 
Art  289  of  the  Couiums  would  authorize  a  Testament  by  pa«)L 
D^Aguesseau,  Lettre  du  30th  Dec.  1742,  (Euvres,  Tom.  XIJ.,  pp. 
445-7  [Ed.  1819],  fully  treats  of  the  purpose  the  Ordonnanee  had  in 
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Tiew,  and  Art.  23  of  that  Ordormanee  shews,  that  it  did  not  change        j.  0. 
the  legal  signification  of  the  words  "  dide  et  nmimej'  but  only  re-        1869 
stricted  the  excessively  strict  construqtion  given  to  the  Couiumef   evaJntubkl 
as  to  stating  on  the  face  of  the  Testament,  that  the  requisites  had 
been,  complied  with,  and,  in  other  respects,  mearejy  states  more 
expressly  the  old  jturisprudence :  Grenier^  Bon*  et  Test^  Tom.  II. ; 
Mr.  Justice  Smith,  in  Zhhd  v.  Gharron  (1),  says  "  in,  referring  to 
the  Ordonnance  of  1735,  mr  ks  Testaments,  as  representipg  the  old 
jurisprudence,  it  is  evident  that  the  Law  doe»  not  require  certain 
saaiamental  words,  if  only  the  substance  be  exactly  pxeeerved." 

According  to  the  Bespondent's  construqtion  of  the  Qyu/tunife,  it 
PQiust  follow  that  part  of  .a  Testamepit  might  be  dictated  to  one 
I^otary  on^  day  and  auothej:  part  to  the  other  JS^otary  a  mo^th 
after^jifsjaph  jjaight  write  down  what  he  chanced  to  remember  of  the 
part  dictated  to  him  at  an  indefinite  distance  of  time,  and  wh^ 
the  pieces  are  broi^ht  together,  and  read  to  tlje  Testator  and 

i 

apkuQwl^dged  by  bipi,thia  aggregate  will,  without  more,  be  a  valid 
5!^9tftment,  "^icU^et  nomvie'*  to  the  two  Notaries;  even  if  the 
^J!0^U^^  bQ  unable  t9  r^ad  or  writer  By  the  sam^  reasoning  it  y^qnld 
h^  swfRciQnt  fop  on^ ,  Jf otary  tP  xead  one  half  and  the  other  the  other 
hiali^.of  the  Teata^^ept,  ^aph  in  th^  absence  of,  the  9t]teT^  It  seems 
tpiihavetbee^  ;foirgqtten  in  the  Court  below,  thoA  the  sple  protection 
.tp^the  Testator  and  his. heirs  consists  m  the. presence  of  the  two 
JSfotaries  thrjpi^out.the  whole  transaction,  from  begii>ning  to  enjd, 
and  this- lu^s. clearly  b^en  the  Law  aj^d  practice  from  a  very  earjy 
period.  J^^m^^on,  First  President  of  the  Parliameijit  of  Porw, 
ahevs^  that  the  dictation  by  the  Testator,  writing  by  the  Notary, 
a^d  reading,.  &c.  of  a  public  Testament,  must  all  bo  parts  of 
one  .transaction,:  ArrUdsi,  Tom.  L^  p.  300,  Art  LVII.  [Ed.  1783]. 
.  So  jPermre,  Coutvme,  Tom.  III^  p,  346  b„  No.  8;  lb*,  p,  348 -a., 
No#  17,  last  par. ;  J6.,p.  355  b.,  No,  17 ;  Ji.,  p,  357  a  and  b.,  Nos. 
27  and  28;  Pothier,  Don.  Testam.  ch.  L,  Art,  III,  s.  1,  p.  301 
[Ed,  1778],  who  says  "when  a  Testament  is  received  by  two 
Notaries,  it  is  indispensable  that  both  be  present/'  This  was  written 
under  the  Ordonnano^  of  1735,  but  that  Ordonnance^  no  more  than 
the  Q^mne,  in  t^rms  requires  both  Notaries  to  be  present,  a^d 
both  the  Ooutume  and  Ordonnance  require  that  the  Testament  jbe 

(I)  6  Low.  Can.  Jur.  2^0. 
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J.  0.       dictated  to  the  two   Notaries,  the  Contume  in  terms,  and  the 

1869       Ordonnanee  by  necessary  implication.    There  are  authorities  which 

EtAKtTOEL   ^y*  ^^^^  though  both  Notaries  be  present  throughout  the  material 

__   «•  part  of  the  transaction,  yet  the  absence  of  either  Notiry,  for  how- 

ever  short  a  time,  would  annul  the  Testament,  however  immaterial 

the  dictation  in  his  absenoe :  DurafUon,  Cours  de  Droit  Fr€M^ai$, 
Lib.  in.,  §  n.,  Tom.  IX.,  No.  66,  p.  100.    The  same  reason  applies 
to  the  Coutrnne,  which  is  not  content  with  saying  that  the  Testa- 
ment shall  be  passed  before  them,  but  expressly  enacts  that  it 
shall  be  ^  dide  et  nomme  "  to  them,  and  the  necessity  of  the  pre- 
sence of  both  Notaries  at  the  dictation  and  writing  of  the  Testatrix 
is  treated  by  the  Godifiers  of  Lower  Canada  as  the  established  Law 
of  the  Colony :  Code  CivU  du  Bos  Canada,  Tom.  11.,  pp.  344-6,  §  95, 
his.     Unless  these  formalities  are  observed  the  Will  is  invalid. 
They  are  intended  to  prevent  frautj,  and  for  the  protection  of  igno- 
rant Testators  who  cannot  write.   To  permit  a  Will  to  be  executed 
as  the  present  would  tend  to  defeat  the  policy  of  ike  law  provided 
by  the  289th  Article  of  the  OotUume.    There  is  another  considera- 
tion which  shews  the  necessity  of  the  continuous  presence  of  both 
Notaries  throughout  the  whole  transaction.    From  a  very  ancient 
period,  according  to  TowHter,  IW.  V.,  pp.  358-9,  citing  three  arrSU 
dated  1651,  1703,  and  1771,  both  Notaries  were  liable  for  the  con- 
sequences of  any  Testament  being  annulled  as  informal  and  fa^tst, 
for  not  re-reading  the  Testament ;  nor  could  the  second  Notary 
recover  over  against  the  primary  Notary,  even  though  the  neglect 
was  entirely  that  of  the  latter,  inasmuch  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
second  Notary  to  see  that  the  primary  Notary  did  his  duty.    A 
Testament  brought  ready  written  cannot  be  dictS  et  nommiy  and 
though  read  to  and  approved  by  a  Testator  is  utterly  null :  Papon, 
Arrits,  tU.  "  Testamem;'  LIV.  XX.,  tU.  1,  *'  Additions,"  p.  112  [Bd. 
1621].   EquipoBences,  or  equivalents,  so  far  as  regards  the  execution 
of  Testaments,  are  inadmissible  under  the  Cotitume :  Brodeau,  ArrHs 
Notables,  Tom.  IL,  p.  557  b..  No.  15 ;   Denizart,   tit.  ^  Teskim.'' 
Tom.  IV.,  p.  669  b.  [Ed.  1771] ;  Merlin,  ilep.  de  Jur,,tii.  "  Suypes- 
Hon;'  Tarn.  XXXIL,  §  IL,  p.  389  b.  [Ed.  1828] ;  Ferribre,  Ooutume 
de  Parie,  Tom.  III.,  pp.  846  a.,  347  a  b..  No.  7,  who  says  '^Gomme 
lee  Jugee  $ont  extrimemmi  terupuleuxpowr  rohservaUon  dm  edewnites 
requires  dans  lee  Testaments  . .  Us  riy  admetteni  point  d'dquipoBenee." 
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It  is  clear  that,  under  the  CJotdume^  Testaments  are  not  eon-       j.  c. 
strued,  as  the  Respondent  contended,  favourably,  so  far  as  regards        i869 
the  formalities  of  their  execution :  Ferri^e,  CofUame  de  [Paris,  Evantubhl 
Tom,  IL,  p.  182  a..  No.  77,  has  this  passage :  "  Quoique  lea  demiires  -,     *• 

Vdontia  soieni  ealrememeni  favarahles,  nSa/nmoms  h  defaut  de  la        

moindre  '8oleimit4  en  cause  la  nviUUe.**  And  Merlin,  Hep.,  voce  ^^  Tester 
mmsr  §  2,  Art  4,  No.  2,  p.  680  [Ed.  1809],  shews  the  true  dis- 
tinction. He  says  '^  Mads  dans  quells  cos  Us  Testamens  sont  Hsfavar^ 
alhsl  LorsqUfC parfatiemewt  regvUers  dans  hur  forme  U  ne  s^agii 
que  de  savoir  ce  qu^a  voula  la  Testaleur'*  Bourassa  y.  Baurassa  (1) 
is  a  strong  case.  There  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  in  Canada 
dedded  that  the  requisite  of  re-reading,  though  the  Testament  had 
<mce  been  read  through  from  beginning  to  end,  cannot  be  supplied 
by  Squipcllences,  even  by  explaining  the  Testament  paragraph  by 
paragraph,  and  annulled  the  Testament.  The  absence  of  any  for- 
mality is  a  ground  of  nullity :  Duhe  v.  Charron  (2) ;  Ferriere,  Inriii. 
de  Justin,  Tom.  11.,  L.  II.,  Tit.  X.,  p.  257 ;  Coviume  de  Paris, 
2W.III.,  p.  343  a.,  No.  1,  349  b..  No.  26  [Ed  1685]  ;  Bomai,  Lois 
dviles  (Trans,  by  l^raJian),  Vol.  I.,  p.  524  (of  Succession) ;  lb. 
Vol.  II,,  B.  III.,  p.  26  (of  Testaments)  ;  Bicard,  Don.  et  Test,  Tom.  I., 
ch.  v.,  p.  288  [Ed.  1685] ;  Bourjon,  Droit  Commun.,  Tom.  IL,  p.  305, 
No.  XIV  [Fo.  Ed.  1770]  ;  Guyot,  Bep.,  voce.  "  Loi,"  p.  16.  Furffok, 
Traits  des  Testamens,  Tom.  I.,  p.  22,  No.  3,  says,  the  omission  of  the 
smallest  formality  suffices  to  annul  the  Testament. 

In  this  respect  there  is  no  distinction  between  the  law  under  the 
€loutume,  the  Ordonnance  of  1735,  and  the  Code  Napoleon,  Arts. 
972  iand  1001,  Liv.  III.,  tit.  ii.,  Des  donaiions  entre  vifs  ei  des  Testa- 
mens  ;  Maearde,  Explio.  du  Code  Napoleon,  Tom.  IV.,  pp.  13, 16, 63. 
All  are  laws  in  pari  materia,  and  alike  impose  nullity ;  thd  two 
latter  in  express  terms,  and  the  Couiume  by  invariable  construction 
and  necessary  implication.  This  construction  of  Art  289  of  the 
Couiume  is  supported  by  a  great  number  of  ArrMs,  in  which  the 
cases  annulled  were  passed  before  two  Notaries,  or  Notary  and 
witnesses,  but  was  not  dicte  et  nommS  aux  diis  Notadres  ;  BrodeoM, 
ArrUs  Notables,  and  Ferriere,  Couiume  de  Paris,  tit.  XIV.,  Tom.  III. 
p.  346  a.,  b.,  ghs.  6  [Fa  Ed.],  cites  several  casea  A  number  of 
other  arr&ie  from  the  year  1566  to  1645  were  cited  in  the  Court 

(1)  17  Low.  Cam  Reps.  299.  (2)  5  Low.  Can.  Jur.  256. 
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J.  C.       below  to  establish  this  interpretation  of  the  CatUume^  nor  is  there 

1869        any  decision  or  authority  which  shews  that  a  different  interprets- 

EvASTCBEL   *^^^  ^^^^  prevailed  in  the  Courts  of  Lower  Canada,    The  loose 

EvAHTUBEL    P^^^^^^®  which  appoars  from  the   evidence   to  exist  among  the 

Notaries  at  Quebec  arises  from  a  mistaken  apprehension  of  tlie 

effect  of  the  Stat.  14  Geo,  3,  c.  83,  s.  10,  and  the  Local  Act,  41 
Geo.  3,  s,  4,  which  Acts  the  Respondent  in  the  Court  below  con- 
tended rendered  the  CoiUume  applicable.  It  is  not  so.  Section  10 
of  the  above  Statute  merely  empowers  any  one  in  Lower  Canada  to 
dispose  of  all  his  property  by  Will,  and  the  sole  reference  to  the 
form  of  such  Will  is  in  the  words  :  "  such  Will  being  executed  either 
according  to  the  Law  of  Canada,  or  according  to  the  forms  prescribed 
by  the  Law  of  England'':  Meiklejohn  v.  The  Attorney-General  of 
Lower  Canada  (I).  The  Canadian  Act,  41  Geo.  3,  c.  4,  merely 
obviates  difficulties  which  had  arisen  under  the  former  Act,  as  to  the 
persons  who  might  be  Testators  or  Legatees,  and  to  the  probate  of 
Wills  in  the  English  form.  It  does  not  affect  the  forms  of  Wills 
or  Testaments,  but,  on  the  contrary,  recognises  a  distinction  be- 
tween the  English  Will  and  Lower  Canada  Testament.  Before  the 
14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  no  one  in  Lowpr  Canada  could  dispose  of  more  than 
a  portion  of  his  property,  and  that  Act  amended  this  defect,  and  is 
solely  confined  to  that  point.  Now,  according  to  the  ordinary 
rules  of  construction,  an  Act  passed  for  a  pai*ticular  object  cannot 
be  diverted  to  a  totally  different  object  with  which  it  has  no  neces- 
sary  connection.  Both  French  and  English  Law  coincide  i^  this 
principle  of  construing  a  remedial  Statute :  Merlin,  Bep,  de  Jnx. 
voce  ^^Loi^'  §  XI. ;  *^  Le  r Abrogation  de$  Lois," 'No,  II. ;  DwarrU  on 
Statutes,  pp.  531,  533,  604  [Ed.  1848];  Comyn's  Dig.,  tit.  "!Par- 
liament,*'  R.  9  a.;  Vin.  Abr.,  tit.  "Statute,"  E.  6,  Nos.  1132, 137. 
Moreover,  the  Coutume  has  the  force  of  an  express  Statute,  and  is 
law  until  revoked :  Ferriire,  Tom,  I.,  p.  cxxviii.  The  289th  article 
of  the  Coutume  cannot  have  been  abrogated  by  disuse :  Dantoine, 
RSffles  du  Droit  CivU,  p.  156  [Ed.  1742 J.  And  the  evidence  of  the 
Notaries  proves  that  the  requirements  of  the  289th  Article  are  still 
in  force  in  Lower  Canada. 

According  to  the  principles  of  French  Law,  the  fact  that  the  Stat 
14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  empowers  an  inhabitant  of  Lower  Canada  to  dispose 

(1)  2  Knapp'a  P.  C.  Cases,  328. 
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of  all  his  property  by  Will  is  a  reason  for  coii3truing  the  Coutvme       J.  0. 
more  rigidly  than  ever :  Qrenier,  Don.  et  Testam,^  vol.  i.  p.  18  [4th       1869 
Ed  J  The  Testament  of  Madame  Evanturel  ia,  of  course,  void  as  an   evantdbbl 
English  Will,  not  being  signed  or  attested,  and  is  pleaded  as  a  bt^'^^ 

public  Testament  valid  by  the  CotUume,  to  which  alone  the  words       

dide  et  nom'mS  are  applicable.  The  Act  of  Geo.  3  left  the  old 
public  Testament  under  the  Coutuvxe^  and  the  English  Will,  to  sub- 
sist side  by  side,  neither  derogating  nor  borrowing  from  the  other : 
Meiklejohn  v.  The  Attorney-General  of  Lower  Canada  (1).  The 
cases  cited  by  the  Respondent  in  the  Court  below  on  the  construc- 
tion of  the  14  Geo,  3,  c  83,  s.  10,  are  authorities  in  our  favour. 
Thus,  in  Butter  v.  May  (2),  a  public  Testament,  void  by  the  Covr 
tume,  because  it  bore  date  the  17th,  but  was  partly  written  on  the 
following  day,  was  held  valid  as  an  English,  Will,  being  signed  by 
the  Testator  and  attested  bv  three  witnesses.  So,  in  Lambert  v. 
Ganvreau  (3),  the  Will,  though  good  as  ai^  English  Will,  was  void 
under  the  CotUume.  As  to  Routier  v.  Bohiiaille  (4),  and  Clarke 
V,  Clarke  (5),  neither  case  seems  to  have  decided  anything  as  to  a 
compliance  witt  the  requisite^  of  the  CotUume^  but  both  appear  to 
have  gone  oflf  on  a  different  point.  In  Methot  v.  Methot,  heard  in 
1863,  the  Testament,  purporting  to  have  been  dictS  et  nomme  mot 
a  mot,  was  prepared  by  one  Ifotary.  froto  noteft  taken  down! by 
another  person  as  the  Testator's  instructions,  and  brought  by  the 
Notary  ready  prepared  by  him,  and  approved  by  the  Testator  in 
the  presence  of  both  Notaries,  and  read  and  re-read,  was  anniilled 
by  Mr.  Justice  Stuart^  the  Judge  of  the  Superior  Courts  as  not 
baying  be^en  dide  et  nomms,  as  required  by  .the  Coutume,  Again, 
in  JSourassa  y^  Bouram,  {jj)^  the  Tost^ment  on  the  face  of  it  w^ 
pei^ectly  regular  in  form,  and  purported  ta  have  been  didi  ^ 
nommS  mot  a  mot  to  one  of  the  two  Notaries,  both  being  present 
at  the  same  time.  The  pleadings  in  that  case  were  substantially 
the  samiO  as  in  the  present  case.  The  evidence  of  the  Not^rieer 
proved  that  the  Testament  was,  prepared,  as  here,  by  the  principal 
Notary,  from  previous  instructions  given  him  by  the  Testator.    It 

(1)  2  Knapp's  P.  C.  Cases,  328.  7  Low.  Can.  ITeps.  300.  •  •     ' 

.  (d)  C&tod  in  Icmbert  v.  Od^npreau,  t  (4)  ^wurt  4  Low.  Qao.  It^pe.  ^)40.  . 
7  Lowj  Can.  Reps.  300.  (5J  Ramsey's  I^w.  Can.  Reps.  %0^  ^ ; 

<3)  1   Low.  Can.  Jur.  206 ;    S.  C.         (6)  17  Low.  Can.  Repa.  299. 
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J.  0.        was  read  to  the  Testator  by  one  Notary  in  the  presence  of  the  other^ 
1869        and  afterwards  explained  clause  by  clause,  but  not  otherwise  re-read 
EvAirruKEL  by  the  primary  Notary  to  the  Testator,  who  declared  that  he  under- 
EvAMTUBBL.  ^^^^^^^  ^^^  approvcd  it.   This  Testament  was  annulled  by  the  Superior 
-""        Court,  and,  on  appeal,  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench,  on  the  ground 
that  it  was  not  dicie  et  nomme,  and  was  not  re-read.    This  case 
conclusively  establishes  the  following  points  :  first,  that  the  writing 
of  the  Testament  by  one  Notary  in  the  absence  of  the  other  is  a 
cause  of  nullity,  even  on  express  instructions  given  by  the  Testator 
himself ;  secondly,  that  its  expressing  the  will  and  intention  of  the 
Testator  is  not  relevant  to  the  question  of  the  validity  of  the  Tes- 
tament ;  thirdly,  the  exceeding  strictness  with  which  even  the  re- 
reading of  the  Testament  is  enforced,  although  in  the  actual  case 
it  was  obviously  unnecessary;  and  lastly,  that  iquifoHences  are 
inadmissible  in  such  a  case. 

Upon  these  grounds,  and  for  these  reasons,  I  submit  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  the  20th  of  June,  1865, 
setting  aside  the  Appellant's  '^  inscription  en  faux  "  was  erroneous,, 
and  ought  to  be  reversed;  and  the  judgment  of  the  Superior 
Court  of  the  5th  of  September,  1864,  so  far  as  it  annulled  and  set 
aside  the  Testament  of  the  18th  of  May,  1861,  affirmed,  because  the 
alleged  Testament  was  not  validly  Aide  et  nammS  by  the  Testatrix 
to  two  Notaries  who  passed  the  same,  as  required  by  the  law  of 
Lower  Canada.  It  also  bears  a  false  date.  It  also  contains  an 
addition  in  a  material  part  in  the  hand  of  some  person  other  than 
the  two  Notaries  who  passed  the  same ;  moreover,  the  evidence  to 
prove  the  custom  alleged  by  the  Eespondent  was  illegal  and  in- 
admissible, and  even  if  admissible,  no  valid  custom,  was  proved, 
neither  did  the  Bespondent  appeal  from  the  judgment  of  the 
Superior  Court  declaring  the  moyens  de  fanx  to  be  pertinent  and 
admissible,  and  I  contend  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  of  the  18th  of  March,  1867,  affirming  the  jwlgment 
of  the  16th  of  May,  1866,  was  erroneous,  and  ought  to  be  re- 
versed. 

Mr.  WicJcenSf  and  M.  Langhis  (of  the  Canadian  Bar),  for  the^ 
Eespondent : — 

The  Testament  in  question  was  duly  executed  according  to  the 
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practice  and  formalities  required  by  the  Law  in  force  in  Lower        J.  C. 
Canada.     The  law  which  governed  the  execution  of  Wills  at  the        1869 
time  of  the  execution  of  Madame  EvantureTs  Testament,  was  the   evantcbel 
Coutume  de  Paris,  Art.  289,  and  the  Imperial  Statute,  14  Geo.  3,  ^^  otcbel 

c  83,  which,  by  section  10,  extended  to  the  Canadians  the  power  of       

making  Wills  in  the  English  form.  The  laws  in  France  regulating 
the  forms  of  Wills  are,  first,  the  Koman  Law ;  second,  the  Canon 
Law ;  third,  the  Customs ;  fourth,  the  Ordonnance  of  1735 ;  and 
fifth,  the  Code  Napoleon.  In  Lower  Canada  the  289th  Article  of  the 
Coidume  de  Paris,  as  reformed  in  the  year  1580,  prevails ;  and  the 
Statute^  14  Geo.  3,  c.  83,  s.  10,  as  explained  by  the  Canadian  Act, 
41  Geo.  3,  c.  4.  No  doubt  the  289th  Art.  of  the  Coutume  is  the 
law  to  be  looked  to  as  governing  this  question,  but  the  terms  there 
used  do  not  carry  out  the  Appellant's  contention.  Tlae  formality 
expressed  by  the  words,  dicte  et  nommSf  introduced  by  that  Article, 
does  not  imply  that  the  Testament  should  be  written  by  one  of  the 
Notaries  to  whom  it  was  dictated  (atiqtiels  il  est  dide),  nor  that  it 
should  be  written  down  at  the  time  it  was  dictated.  Neither  is  there 
any  declaration  that  the  Will  must  be  executed  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed, under  pain  of  nullity.  The  Ordonnance  des  Testaments  of 
1735,  Arts.  5  and  23,  which  was  never  in  force  in  Lotoer  Canada^  has 
added  to  the  above  Article  of  the  Custom  the  words,  "  qute  les 
Notaires  ou  Ftm  d'euz  Scrivent  les  Notaires  du  tedamental  qy^il  les 
dietere.^  Before  this  Ordonnance  Notaries  were  in  the  habit  of 
getting  their  Clerks  to  write  down  the  Testaments,  and  prepared 
them  in  advance  from  verbal  or  written  instructions  received  from 
Testators.  It  is  true,  that  the  provisions  of  the  Code  NapoUon 
enjoin,  that  when  the  formalities  there  prescribed  are  to  be  acted 
on,  they  will  be  required  to  be  strictly  complied  with,  under  pain  of 
nullity :  Arts.  972,  1001 ;  but  there  is  no  such  provision  in  the 
CotUume  de  Paris,  which  is  alone  to  be  looked  at  It  is  so  laid 
down  in  Ferriere,  Ghrand  Coviumier,  p.  104,  et  seq.,  where  the  Arrets 
maintaining  Wills,  less  regularly  executed  than  this,  not  even 
dictated  by  the  Testator  to  the  Notaries,  are  set  out :  Ferriere, 
CotUume  de  Paris,  Tom.  IV.,  pp.  107, 133  [Ed.  1714] ;  Brodem,  mr 
Louet,  Tom.  II.,  pp.  609,  613  [Ed.  1762] ;  Domat,  Civil  Law  (Trans. 
hjSlraJian),  vol.  ii.  part  2,  B.  III.  tit  1,  sect  3,  pp.  17, 18 ;  Bottsseau 

de  Lacombe,  Becueil  de  Jurisprudence,  voce  '*  Testament,*^  No.  12 ; 

3  2Q2 
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J.  C  Berlm  de  Framental^  p.  703 ;  Bousseau  de  Lacombe,  Commeniaire 
1869  de  TOrd.  1735,  Art.  23,  p.  134;  FurgoU,  de»  Test.,  Tom.  I^ 
EvANTUBBL  PP«  91  >  92;  FOrd*  of  1775;  TropJong,  des  Testaments,  No.  1547; 
EvAHTjmsi^  itf^Zw,  ii^p.  (fo  Jur^  voce.  Test,,  sect  2;  §  2,  Art.  4,  p.  615 ;  DaUoZy 
—  row.  XVL,  tit.  4,  0.  2,  "  Be  rS^criture  par  h  Notairer  The 
result  of  the  evidence  of  the  Notaries  and  M.  CasauU  in  this 
case  is  entirely  to  destroy  the  second  and  third  "  moyens  de  faux  " 
set  up  by  the  Appellants,  which  were,  in  substance,  tliat  the  Will 
bore  a  wrong  date,  namely,  that  of  the  18th,  on  which  it  was 
executed,  instead  of  the  16th,  when  the  original  instructions  were 
gt¥€li  by  IL  JPMdere,  nor  was  the  Evidence,  in  reaHty,  Iee&  damaging 
to  the  first  '*  moyen  de  faux,^'  by  which  the  AppellanAs  alleged^ 
■  *  that  the  Will  had  not  been  dicte  et  nommS  to  the  Notaries,  as  the 
law  required.  There  is  no  complaint  of  the  WUI  not  'cbHtamitfg 
the  iA(eittion»  of  the  Testatrix,  and  thei^  oertainly  is.  no  ground,  for 
the  allegation,  tblit  Madume  Evanturel  at  the  timeof  the  execu<tioa 
o£  the  Will  was  not  of  sound  mind  a&d  perfectly  capable  of  disposing 
of  her:  property;  moreovetr,  the  Appellants  entirely  failed  to  make 
out  that' any  fraud  was  practised,  or  any  constraint  or  unda^  io- 
fitieskce  exercised  on  the  Testatrix.  [Their  Lordshipa  mtimated 
theix  wish  that  the  argument  should  be  confined  to  the  general 
pmotioe  of  Notaries  in  Loteer  Ganctda  as  to  execution  of  Wills.] 
The  evidettce  of  the  Experts  estabhsbes  beyond  doubt  the  fBndL, 
that  the  execntiosU  of  the  Testament  was  in  conformity  with 
the.  long  and  unchallenged  usage  of  Notaries  in  Lower  GanadA'; 
and  such  usage  is  good.  Laws  may  be  interpreted  by  usage  or 
practice.  In  Desforges  v.  Bvfaux  (1)  it  was  held,  that  in  Lower 
Canada  a  law  may  be  abrogated  by  disuse,  and  that  the  provisions 
of  the  Ordonnanee  of  1498  and  the  Ordonnance  de  Blois,  1579,  in 
sa  far  as  they  require  the  presence  of  a  second  Notary  to  the  exe- 
cution of  a  notarial  act,  have  been  so  abrogated :  Motz  v.  Moreau  (2). 
So,  by  the  English  Law,  Lord  Eldon,  in  Smith  v.  Doe  d.  Jersey  (3), 
says  the  practice  of  conveyancers  is  of  considerable  authority,  and 
is  to  be  taken  judicial  notice  of,  and  Lord  Mansfield  did  the  same 
in  Bex  v.  Loxdale  (4).  There  are  cases  in  Lower  Canada  in  which 
Wills  executed  in  circumstances  like  the  present  have  been  main* 

(1)  13  Low.  Can.  Reps.  179.  (3)  2  B.  &  B.  599. 

(2)  7  Ibid.  147, 170.  (4)  1  Burr.  446. 
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tained :  they  are  referred  to  in  Boutier  r,  BobitaiUe  (1)  ;  Clarke       J.  0. 
V.  Clarke  (2).     We  submit,  therefore,  that  the  dictation  of  the        1869 
Testament  was  in  accordance  with  the  spirit,  and  was  not  contrary   evantubbi. 
to  the  letter,  of  the  289th  Art.  of  the  Coviume  de  Paris,  and  that   evantubki. 

it  was  valid,  and  ought  to  be  upheld,  under  the  terms  of  that        

Article,  even  without  reference  to  any  supposed  usage;  and  we 
maintain,  that  the  authorities  shew,  that  a  Testament  made  as  this 
is  proved  to  have  been,  is  in  conformity  with  the  Law  and  customs 
prevailing  in  Lower  Canada. 

The  consideration  of  their  Lordships*  judgment  having  been        i869 
reserved,  was  now  delivered  by  MarXl^^ 

Sib  Bobebt  Fhillimobe  : — 

« 

This  is  an  appeal  against  two  judgments  of  the  Court  of  Queen^s 
Bench  of  Lower  Canada-^one  of  the  20th  of  June,  1865,  which 
reversed  the  judgmait  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  5th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1864,  and  the  other  of  the  18th  of  March,  1867,  which  affirmed 
the  judgment  of  the  Superior  Court  of  the  16th  of  May,  1866. 

The  subject  of  these  judgments  and  of  the  present  appeal  is  the 
validity  of  the  Testament  of  the  late  Marie  Anne  Evanturd,  Widow, 
of  Qud)eo.  She  died  on  the  10th  of  November,  1863,  leaving  five 
children  surviving  her,  amongst  whom  were  the  Appellant,  Emlie 
Malvina,  Wife  of  Edouard  Bemillard ;  and  the  Respondent^  the 
Hon.  Ptanfoig  Evaniurel.  These  five  children,  if  she  had  died 
intestate,  would  have  been  entitled  in  equal  shares  to  her  pro- 
perty. 

The  suit  was  begun  by  a  claim  to  the  succession  of  Madame  Evan- 
iurel, entitled  petition  d'hereditS,  filed  by  the  present  Appellants  in 
the  Superior  Court  of  Lower  Canada  on  the  7th  of  December, 
1863. 

In  answer  to  this  petition  the  present  Bespondent,  on  the  5th  of 
January,  1864,  replied  by  a  peremptorj'  and  perpetual  exception 
in  Law  {easception  perempioire  en  droit  perpHudle),  by  which  he 
pleaded  a  Testament  made  by  his  late  Mother,  dated  the  18th  of 
May,  1861. 

To  this  exception  the  Appellants  replied  by  a  general  answei^ 

(1)  Stuart's  Low  Can.  Bep8.440.  (2)  Ramsay's  Low.  Can.  Heps.  20. 
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J.  C.       and  by  a  special  replication,  in  which  they  impngned  the  validity 

1869       of  the  Testament  on  the  ground  of  incapacity  or  undue  influenoe 

Etahturel   {froLude,  mggestion,  captation,  menaces,  emphySspar  le  Difendeur), 

Btantoril.       ^*  ™^y  ^  convenient  here  to  state,  that  this  all^ation  was  dis* 

—        proved  in  the  opinion  of  all  the  Judges  in  the  Canadian  Courts^ 

and  has  not  been  insisted  upon  before  their  Lordships. 

The  Appellants  in  their  special  replication  also  relied  on  the 
invalidity  of  the  execution  of  the  Testament.  The  mode  of  raismg 
this  latter  issue  is^  according  to  the  law  of  Franee  and  Lower 
Canada,  to  enter,  by  permission  of  the  Court,  a  process  whidi  is 
called  insoriptum  en  faux.  The  Appellants  having  duly  obtained 
this  leave,  filed  their  moyens  defaita,  which  were  as  follows : — 

''  First,  that  the  pretended  Testament  of  the  18th  of  May,  1861, 
was  not  dide  et  nommS  by  the  deceased  to  two  Public  Notaries,  as 
falsely  asserted  in  the  pretended  Testament. 

"  Second,  that  it  was'  not  dieiS  et  nommS  by  her  to  two  Public  Notsr 
ries  on  the  18th  of  May,  1861,  as  falsely  asserted  in  the  pretended 
Testament 

'*  Third,  that  an  important  part  of  the  alleged  Testament^  other 
than  the  preamble,  was  written  and  altered  by  some  Stranger^ 
hand,  other  than  that  of  the  two  Notaries  who  passed  the  Testa- 
ment." 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  M.  Petiiderc,  a  Notary,  went 
to  the  Testatrix,  in  obedience  to  a  summons,  on  the  16th  of  May, 
1861 ;  he  found  her  alone :  she  told  him  that  she  desired  to  make 
her  Testament;  she  then  and  there  expressed  the  dispositioiffi  aiiid 
bequests  which  it  was  to  contain.  M.  PeUtcUrc  drew  up  a  Memo- 
randum in  which  they  were  concisely  stated ;  the  Testatrix  then 
told  him  to  prepare  her  Testament  in  conformity  therewith,  and  to 
send  it  to  her  in  order  to  its  being  examined  by  her  Counsel ;  he 
drew  up  the  Testament  on  the  same  or  on  the  following  day. 
Madame  Evanturd,  on  the  17th,  had  an  interview  with  her  Counsel, 
M.  OasauU,  whom  it  appears  that  she  had  consulted  on  the  subject 
of  her  Will  on  the  15th  and  16th  of  May ;  he  wrote  in  the  margin 
of  the  Will  an  alteration,  subsequently  cancelled  and  re-written  by 
the  Notary ;  and  on  the  afternoon  of  the  18th  of  May,  Madame 
Evanturel  went  to  the  office  of  M.  PetUcIerc,  bringing  with  her  the 
draft  Testament,  which  he  opened,  and  on  perceiving  M.  Oasaulfs 
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alterations  drew  his  pen  through  them ;  he  then  sent  for  a  brother       J.  C, 
Notary^  M.  Huat,  who  arrived :  there  was  also  present  M.  Caaavit.       isad 
If.  FetUclere  then  asked  the  Testatrix  what  were  the  depositions  ^vamtqbxl 
which  she  desired  to  make,  and  she  repeated  in  brief  (**  en  rwo-  -^^jji^^^^ 
cowrcis  ")  as  M.  Haut  says,  "  as  if  she  had  known  them  by  heart,"       — 
all  the  dispositions  which  are  ccmtained  in  the  Testament,  though 
not  exactiy,  it  would  appear,  in  the  same  terms  and  in  the  saone 
order*     M.  Petitelere  then  read  the  Testament — she  suggested 
certain  corrections,  and  the  addition  of  the  following  condition  at- 
tendant on  the  bequests  to  her  daughters :  '^  Et  qwnU  d  ceUe  (m 
eeUea  qui  voudront  eonteder  mon  dit  Testameni^  h  lege  a  eBeefait  de 
la  diie  renUy  eoU  non  avenu  el  eaducJ*    It  appears  that  M.  PdU' 
clere  then  re-read  the  Testament  with  the  corrections  and  addi- 
tion which  have  been  mentioned;   the  Testatrix  then  declared 
that  she  could  not  write,  and  what  Mr.  Justice  Ta»ciherea^  calls 
the  ^^ inonce  eaerameniel"  the  essential  formula,  was  put  in  the 
following  words  :-^[His  Lordship  read  the  attestation  clause,  ante, 
p.  464.] 

It  may  be  convenient  here  to  dispose  of  the  two  **  imoyene  de 
fauQ^'*  which  relate  respectively  to  the  date  of  the  Testament  and 
to  the  alterations  in  a  strange  hand.  It  has  scarcely  been  con- 
tended before  this  Court  that  the  Testament  was  dtdS  et  nomme 
on  the  I6th  of  May ;  and  such  a  contention,  in  their  Lordships' 
opinion,  cannot  be  sustained.  The  question  of  the  execution  of 
the  Testament  must  be  confined  to  the  date  of  the  18th  of  May. 
With  respect  to  the  alterations  in  a  strange  hand,  they*  are  faUy 
accounted  for  by  the  testimony  of  the  Witnesses,  and  can  in.  no 
way  affect  the  decision  in  this  case. 

In  the  evidence  given  by  the  witnesses,  MM,  Petitelere,  OasauJt, 
and  Stioty  some  discrepancies  occur,  and  also  in  the  two  depositions 
of  M,  Petitelere  made  at  different  times ;  but  their  Lordships 
entirely  concur  with  the  remarks  of  Mr.  Justice  Taechereau  upon 
this  subject,  and  are  of  opinion  with  him,  that  their  discrepancies 
are  insignificant  and  do  not  affect  the  real  and  only  question  in 
this  case,  namely,  the  true  construction  of  the  Law  which  governs 
the  execution  of  this  Testament. 

There  is  no  controversy  as  to  what  that  Law  is.  It  is  the  289th 
Article  of  the  Coutume  de  Paris,  as  declared  by  the  Parliament  of 
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J.O.       Pam  in  1580,  and  it  is  in  these"  wop^>—ABi?.'288L—^*'Attr 

lg(^        tSpater  'un  Testameni  sdennd^  ib  td  nkeSMaire  qm^il  wU  earib  A  mfftU 

RvAsrmtEL  ^^  Testaieur:  eu  qi^il  soU  pA»$B  par  devanidstm  Jfi^ms^' ^oi^jMBr 

_.   ^'         devani  kOUrS  de  fo  ptm^kie  duTisMdur,  (»^sdn  Vimir€*€Un6ral,  d 

- —       im  Nt/taitet  on  du^  ditOuri^  cm  Vutairs  et  irois  Umain»;  ^n^'S^um 

Ifdiaire  et  deuf»  UrminB:  iceiM  Umioim,  idalims,  suffs&ns  mobs  <d 

agh  de  vingt  ah6  doeoniplin,  et  nofi  UgaimT$$>i  et  ^U  mt  'Mi  didi  el 

nomme  par  h  Tesiateut  mm  dUs  If^Mre^  €uriow  VUaUK^OMrMl, 

et'depms  a  hi  rdu  ^  la prismte  iCui&uap  Nataireif  G^iriim^  Vieaire- 

Sinirhl,  d  iSmoinB, et  qvlU  9ott'fdifUmeniim^afi'dM^I^^^        qyiUa 

eUainsi  dietS,  Jb&s/m/i,  drdu,  4i  ^^l sMd^pmrlsdS  TedateHyt, 

d  pUr  l&Btitndinji-:  '6u  ^mei^sH^90Uf4it$ddiwcau8ippouT  laqveBe 

V&  n'ont  pu  9ignerP  ■  Fidtriere,  Sbm.  IV.,  p.  73-74. 

It'  is  contended  by*  the  Appellants  that  the  pioTisions  of  this 
regnlation  have  not  been  eon^plied  intli^  and  that  the  TeBtament 
fs,  therefore,  inTalid.  They  maintain  th«t,  adoording  to  the  true 
cotifirtraction  of  that  regulation,  and  espedally  of  the  vwords  *^dide 
el  nonwnS  par  le  Teeiatewr  anm  diie  noiaire^''  tiie  Testator  must 
declara  the  dispoditions  Miiieh  he  desires  to  make,  and  that  one 
Notary  at  leafst,  if  not  the  turo^  must  then  and  thete  write  down 
these  dispositions)  and  that,  ntiless  tins  requisition  of  the  law  be 
obeyed,  the  Testament  is  null. 

This  construction  of  the  ChutUn^  was  iwiopted  by  Mr,  Justice 
TascJiereau  in  the  Superior: Court  of  Loiver  Ca'nada';  and,  acoord- 
ingly,  he  sustained  the  inBcripHoneiifauoi,  and  pronounoed' against 
the  validity  of  the  Testaihent.  From  this  seiltenoe  an  lippeal  was 
prosecuted  to  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  of  Lower  Canada.  Tiiat 
Court  reversed  this  decision,  holding  that  the  Testament  -was  dniy 
executed.  The  Court  was  composed  of  five  Judges ;  of  these  three, 
Chief  Justice  l>t<vaZ,  Mr.  Justice  Aylmn,B,^A  Mr.  Justice  Meredith^ 
delivered  their  judgments  in  favour  of  the  validity  of  the  Testa- 
ment ;  while  two,  Mr.  Justice  Drummand  and  Mr.  Justice  Monddd, 
dissented,  and  agreed  with  Mr.  Justice  Tasehereau,  From  this 
sentence  the  present  appeal  has  been  prosecuted. 

The  case  has  been  fully  argued  before  their  Lordships,  and  we 
have  now  to  deliver  our  opinion  upon  the  true  construction  of  the 
289th  Article  of  the  Couiume  de  Paris  in  its  application  to  the 
Testament  which  is  the  subject  of  this  litigation. 


Toik  iL]  .cAsas&m  fms  pjwyy  vqouwol,  48^ 

fibme-pa^iidnfltry  obBecyatioii8(  ocmur  wikdoli  it  mlh  be  well  isp       J^  C 
xnentiozi  in  this  .]^ce«    Fisstv  tbat  tbe  laDgaa,ge  oi  tjiis  Couttim       13^ 
do^saaotreqiiiife  in  express. terms  tbat  th^WiU  should  be  writtw   jav^MraBiii 
by  a  Notary  at  the^tiaie  of  dfctatioa;  tbo^gl^  ife  dpes  require  that  j,     ^^^ 
the  Will.shooid  be.  read  oi^erin  (hapres^co  o£  the^  Notaries  a^        — 
of  the  Testator;  ^and^  secofidly^ ^hat  the^:  ia  no  dedaratiou  U^ 
ij}at  which  is  to  be'iowdiiivth^  C^e  N(^poI4Qntth^^i^e  fonn^UtlOB 
enjoined  shaU  be  observed  otx  pain. of  imUity^  \    . 

In  Inspect  to 'these  ptt(ticiilar  words  *'di^  ^  wfomii^  it  appears 
to  their  LordsMpB,  that  they  xatlst^be  ecii^eved.  as  conveyij^g.opi^ 
.idea^  tiie  latter,  word  being.  xitUjr  nsedto  .strengthen  the  ioriiDer; 
and  in  this  opiQion  their  liord^ipsaxejus^iied  -by  the  opini^Q  of 
the  learned  edift6r<Qf  ^Fer/^a>^d.o£.tJb(e  decision  to  which  \^ 
i^tem:'*-*^^ La  fo^emdire.chse'a  obierv^r  eai^qfi^il^Jwique  U  Tepta- 
'meni  soti  dicte  el  nommi^par  J0  -X^^^^w^v^ur  ff'^on  a  deTf^ndfi 
miir^cis,  td  des  moia  H^ivdlanisi ,  m^foi^nt,  ci^rnme  .pro/ere^i ,  if  ^ 
propre  iauohe,  U  »  eU  de^ieU  qu'ila  «6  9ujfment  p0Si,  lii  Coytmi^ 
disant  dicte  et  nammA;  mats  qi*e  91  un  NolairB  nenf^ettoit  que  Tvai 
dee  deux,  ou  dicte  ^  ott'  nomma,  co^me  ik  $anf  $jfnomm^i  qu.if  riy 
m^oitpmntde^n%mer  .2ba»..IV^  p;  138.  [Bd^  1714.] 
•'  It  was  admitted  by  ibe  Oouosel  for.  ,the  App^Wt3  tha,t  it  .w^ 
not  necessary  that  the  Notary  should^  ijt^  piof,jCkjnpt  the  di^ppsji- 
tions  of  the  Testasaeiat  aft  dictated  by  the  Testatri^^  that  )ie  npght 
put  thetn  in  proper  language,  and  jn  spropar;  orderi  f^nd  with  wh^ 
^ver  amplificatio«Hi  w<ere  neoessary  to  give  tiien^i.due  leigal  foxce 
and  e&ot,  and  that  ther  TeeJtfdtm  might  djct^te  from  a  written  and 
previously  prepared  instruments  And  their  Lordships  are  cli^iir 
that  this  view  iff  correot,  having  regard  both  to  the  reason. of  tbe 
thing,  and  to  the  decisions  which  have,  been  given. upon  the  p^i- 
cular  CouiwrMy  as  well  as  those  which  have  been,  delivei^d  .np9n 
the  far  more  rigorous  language  of  the  Article  inth^  Code  Napfh 
lean,  which  are  collected  in  DoBoz,  vol.  xvL,  tit,  4,  ch.  2,  sect.  4, 
Art.  2,  s.  2.    (De  Ncriiure  par  le  noiaire.) 

In  forming  our  judgment  upon  the  general  construction  of  the 
Coutume,  one  of  the  primary  considerations  has  necessarily  been  to 
ascertain  what  was  the  mischief  which  this  Law  was  framed  to 
remedy,  and  upon  this  point  there  is  really  no  room  for  doubt. 

The  authority  of  the  Commentator  Claude  de  Ferriere  has  been 
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J.  0.       mnch  relied  upon  by  both  parties,  and  it  is  entitled  to  oonsideiable 

1809        weight  in  the  explication  of  this  law.     After  mentioning  the 

EvAMTOREL   various  ways  in  which  a  testament  8olennd  may  be  made  under  this 

EvAMTUBEL    ^^^^^'^'^^  ^^  ^^ '  "  Notre  Coutume  outre  eeta  requiere  dans  he  Ta- 

iamens  flusieure  8olemniie»,  powr  empieher  lesfraudee  et  lee  tugged 

tions.  La  premiere  form^dite  ed,  qv!U  ait  eU  dieU  et  nammS  par 
le  Testateur  a  eeluy  qui  Ta  regd.  La  deuwihne,  qnCil  eoUrdu  au  TeBr 
tateur,  et  qu'U  eaU  faii  mention  qa^U  a  StS  dicU,  et  nomme,  et  rebk 
La  troisieme,  quH  6oit  eignS  par  le  Testatewr  et  pwr  les  trnnoineY 
Ferriere,  "  Oouiume  de  Paris;'  Tom.  IV.,  p.  18  [Ed.  1714.]  And 
again,  the  same  Author,  speaking  of  a  Will  made  ad  interroffo- 
iionem  aUerius^  says :  "  La  validitS  Sun  iedament  ainsi  fait,  de- 
pend  heaucoup  dee  eireonstanees,  ewr  leeformalitez  ne  eont  pas  reqmtes 
dans  les  Testamen,  pour  empieher  de  tester y  mais  pour  empeeker  qu'Hs 
Tie /assent  eontre  la  volonte  et  Viniention  des  homm^es,  ainsi  U  parent 
par  les  eireonetanees,  que  la  disposUion  faiie  ad  interrogatianem 
alierius,  a  StS  Tesprit  de  oduy  qui  Va  faite^  die  doit  Stre  eonjirmie, 
ainsi  oda  dipend  de  la  prudence  des  Juges^'  (pp.  105, 106). 

This  mischief  of  a  fraudulent,  or  £al0e,  or  extorted,  or  even 
suggested,  disposition,  instead  of  the  genuine  expression  of  the 
Testator's  wishes,  is  certainly  not  incurred  where,  as  in  this  in- 
stance, the  Testator  is  asked  what  his  wishes  are,  where  he  delibe- 
rately expresses  them,  and  where  the  instrument  which  contains 
them,  though  previously  written,  is  read  over  to  and  approved  by 
liim.  Their  Lordships  agree  with  the  opinion  of  Mi*.  Justice 
Taschereau  on  this  point :  '^  Ily  a  pen  de  doute  que  dans  le  eas  pri" 
sent,  le  Testamen  argui  de  faux  en  cette  cause  presewterait  a  man 
esprit  une  idSe  tree  forte  de  T expression  vraie  et  complete  des  vciontls 
de  Madame  EvaadureV 

The  execution  of  this  Testament  not  having  sinned  against  the 
mischief  which  the  Law  was  intended  to  prevent,  the  consideration 
next  in  order  appears  to  be,  what  interpretation  did  this  Law  receive 
from  contemporaneous  exposition  ? 

This  exposition  is  derived  from  the  "  arrets^'  or  judicial  decisions 
on  the  question,  and  is  evidenced  by  the  usage  and  practice  of 
Notaries  Public. 

First,  in  considering  the  various  arrets  cited  both  in  the  Courts 
below  and  at  the  Bar  before  us,  we  must  distinguish  those  in  which 
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the  Testament  was  merely  acknowledged  in  the  presence  of  two        J.  C. 
Notaries^  thongh  twice  read  in  their  presence  and  approved  by  the        1869 
Testator^  from  the  present  case,  in  which  there  was  an  actual  dicta-   evavttbel 
tion  by  the  Testatrix  of  the  whole  of  her  testamentary  dispositions,  j.     •• 

though  the  writing  did  not  follow  that  dictation.      Even  with        

respect  to  arrets  of  the  former  description,  there  are  three  reported 
by  Ferriere :  that  of  Macheco,  in^l597 ;  that  of  Pimny,  in  1602 ; 
and  that  of  Claude  FoUaM,  in  1616,  which  latter  arrSt  was  also  con- 
firmed by  the  Appellate  Court,  in  which  the  Testaments,  acknow* 
lodged  indeed,  and  in  the  last  case  also  signed  by  the  Testator  in 
the  presence  of  two  Notaries,  but  not  dictated,  were  pronounced  to 
be  valid.  It  will  be  borne  in  mind  that  the  date  of  the  declarar 
tion  of  the  Qmtume^  is  1580 ;  these  arrests^  th^^fore,  so  &r  aa 
their  authority  extends,  have  the  force  of  a  contemporaneous 
exposition. 

There  are»  it  is  true,  on  the  other  hand,  various  arrets  to  be 
found  in  the  Books  in  which  Testaments  acknowledged  and  approved 
by  the  Testator  in  the  presence  of  two  Notaries,  and  twice  read 
over,  have  been  pronounced  null,  on  the  ground  of  their  not 
having  been  ^*  dide  et  nommiP  according  to  the  Ooutume  ;  but  there 
does  not  appear  to  be  one  in  which  a  Testament,  dicti  as  this 
Testament  was,  has  been  set  aside  on  the  ground,  either  that  the 
dictation  was  insufficient,  or  that  the  writing  ought  to  have  fol- 
lowed the  dictation.  And  lastly,  upon  this  point  it  is  to  be 
observed,  that  in  the  cases  of  BohitaiUe  v.  Bonneville  and  Botdier 
V.  BdhitaiUe  (1),  decided  by  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  for  the 
district  of  Qud^eCy  by  Chief  Justice  SeweU  and  Mr.  Justice  Kerr 
in  the  year  1829,  in  which  cases  the  Testament  was  *'  inscrii  en 
faux "  on  the  ground  that  it  was  not  legally  executed  as  a  *'  Tes- 
tament solenndy'  that  is,  not  ^' didS  d  nommS"  according  to  the 
Law  and  as  certified  by  the  Notary,  Mr.  Justice  Meredith  says,  and 
no  doubt  with  perfect  accnra(jy : — "  The  evidence  adduced  in  that 
case  has  been  placed  before  us,  and  from  the  depositions  of  the  two 
Notaries  and  other  evidence,  it  appears  that  the  second  Notary 
was  not  present  when  the  Will  was  written.  And  yet  the  Will 
was  held  to  be  a  good  Will. 

**  The  case  went  to  appeal,  and  was  disposed  of,  as  the  Gentle- 

(1)  Stuart's  Low.  Can.  Beps.  440. 


V. 

Eyaktubkl. 


488  CASiS  IN  THE  PBIVT  COUNCIL.  [L.  B. 

J.  c.       men  of  the  Bar  are  aware,  upon  a  different  ground,  and  all  that  is 
1869        said  in  the  report  respecting  the  point  now  under  consideration 

EVANTUBSL     ^  •"" 

"  *  The  Court  below,  however,  considered  tliat  the  Will  had  been 
regularly  made,  and  rejected  the  "  inscription  enfattxy* 

There  is  no  doubt  that  Jurists,  both  in  Canada  and  in  France, 
have  differed  upon  the  construction  of  this  Article  of  the  Coutume. 
Their  discordant  opinions  are  more  or  less  reflected  by  the  conflict- 
ing decisions  above  referred  to,  and  also  by  the  difference  in  the 
practice  of  Notaries  in  Canada.  The  interpretation  put  by  the 
usage  of  these  Officers,  who  perform  a  public  duty  in  the  prepara- 
tion of  Wills,  is  by  no  means  unimportant ;  and  the  result  of  the 
evidence  upon  this  head  is,  that  the  practice  of  the  leading  Notaries 
in  the  principal  Canadian  Towns  of  Montreal  and  Quebec,  greatly 
preponderates  in  favour  of  the  mode  of  executing  a  Testament 
adopted  in  the  case  before  us. 

It  appears,  therefore,  to  their  Lordships  that,  even  if  the  French 
authority  were  admitted  to  be  in  favour  of  the  stricter  construc- 
tion of  the  Article  in  question,  the  latter  interpretation  hati,  both 
by  decision  and  by  long  usage,  acq^ired  the  force  of  Law  in  Lotoer 
Canada. 

The  23rd  Article  of  the  Ordonnance  des  Tedamens  o£  1735,  and 
the  972nd  Article  of  the  Code  NapoUon,  have  been  referred  to, 
and  the  decisions  with  respect  to  them  were  considered  by  the 
Judges  of  the  Court  below  whose  opinions  were  adverse  to  the 
validity  of  this  Testament.  Their  Lordships  do  not  think  it  neces- 
sary or  expedient  to  enter  into  an  examination  of  these  decisions. 
There  is,  however,  an  observation  arising  from  the  consideration 
of  these  two  later  acts  of  French  legislation  which  is,  perhaps,  not 
irrelevant  to  the  question  before  us.  The  Ordonnance  requires 
that  the  Notaries,  or  one  of  them,  *'  ecriront  lea  dernieres  volonih 
du  Testatev/r  ieUes  qu'il  les  dicteraj'  and  the  Article  of  the  Code 
NapoUon,  that  the  Testament  "  doit  etre  icrit  par  Tun  des  Notaires 
tel  quHl  est  dicte;"  and  a  subsequent  Article  provides  that  the  pre- 
scribed formalities  shall  be  observed  under  pain  of  nullity.  The 
inference  from  the  insertion  of  these  additional  formalities,  and  of 
the  penalty  by  which  they  are  guarded  in  this  later  legislation,  is 
certainly  not   unfavourable  to   the    liberal  construction  of  the 
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Cou^ume  declared  in  1580,  under  the  authority  of  which  the  Tes-       j.  o. 
lament  before  us  was  made,  1869 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  law,  and  of  the  authorities  eva^turkl 
applicable  to  this  case,  inasmucli  as  it  appears  to  their  Lordships, 
that  the  mode  in  which  this  Testament  has  been  executed  is  not 
obnoxious  to  the  mischief  which  the  Couitme  intended  to  guard 
against,  the  Testament  being  the  expression  of  the  undoubted 
wishes  of  the  Testatrix,  and  inasmuch  as  the  force  of  contempo- 
raneous exposition,  embodied  and  continued  in  the  practice  of 
Notaries  down  to  the  present  time,  is  ia  favour  of  the  validity  of 
such  an  execution — ^an  exposition  in  itself  reasonable  and  sound—- 
and  having  regard  to  the  principle  of  the  comparatively  recent 
decisions  of  the  Canadian  Courts  in  Bohitaille  v.  Bonneville,  their 
Lordships  will  humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  judgmients 
appealed  from  ought  to  be  aflSrmed,  the  validity  of  this  Testament 
pronounced  for,  and  the  costs  of  this  appeal  paid  by  the  Appel- 
lants. 

SoIicitoTB  for  the  Appellants :  CHarke,  Son,  dk  RcmlinB. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespandent :  Bisehoffi  Ooxe,  A  Bompas. 
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ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  COURT  OP  JUDICATURE  AT 

BOMBAY. 

Joint  Stock  Company — Indian  Act,  No.  XIX.  of  1857 — Wianding  «p — Compamft 
Actf  No.  X.  of  18G6,  «.  174 — Powers  of  Liquidators  to  compromise  claims 
of  a  class  of  Contrihutories — Sanction  of  Court  to  compromise. 

A  registered  Joint  Stock  CompaDy  in  Bomhay^  with  limited  liability,  being 
in  the  course  of  voluntarily  winding  up  under  the  Act  of  the  Indian  Legisla- 
ture, No.  XIX.,  1857,  sect.  69,  and  the  Official  Liquidators  having  entered  into 

•  Present :— Sm  James  William  Colyilb,  The  Lobd  Justice  Selwtk^  The 
LoBD  Justice  Giffard,  and  Sm  Lawbekce  Peel  (Indian  Assessor). 
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an  arrai^ement  for  compromise  with  a  class  of  Contributories,  in  discharge 
of  their  liabilities,  for  a  specific  sum,  the  *'  Indian  Companies  Act^  No.  X.  of 
1866,  was  passed.  67  sections  173  and  174  of  that  Act,  power  is  given  to 
the  High  Court  at  Bombay^  to  sanction  compromises  and  arrangements.  The 
Liquidator  applied  to  the  High  Court,  under  the  aforesaid  Acts,  to  ratify 
the  compromise  aboTe  entered  into,  which  the  Court  accordingly  sanctioned 
and  ordered.    On  appeal,  held : — 

First,  that  under  the  173rd  and  174th  sections  of  tho  Act,  No.  X.  of  1866, 
the  power  of  the  Liquidators  extended  to  making  a  general  compromise  of 
claims  upon  Contributories  as  a  class,  abandoning  an  equal  proportion  in  each 
case,  notwithstanding  the  differences  of  position  between  the  Contributories, 
or  inquiring  closely  into  the  means  of  each  individual  Contributory,  and 

Secondly,  that  upon  the  evidence  and  the  judicial  knowledge  of  the  existing 
state  of  affairs  at  Bombay^  the  Court  had  exercised  a  just  discretion  in  the 
investigation,  and  the  Order  of  the  Court  sanctioning  the  compromise 
affirmed. 

The  case  of  Ex  parte  Totty  (1),  distinguished. 

The  Judicial  Committee  is  always  reluctant  to  interfere  with  a  matter  of 
discretion  exercised  by  the  Courts  in  India,  unless  it  can  be  she^^n  that  the 
Court  has  acted  upon  an  erroneous  principle. 

In  this  case^  the  appeal  was  brought  from  a  decree  or  Order  of  the 
High  Court  of  Judicature,  on  its  appellate  side,  affirming  an  Order 
made  by  Sir  Joseph  Amovld  in  Chambers  under  the  173rd  and  174th 
sections  of  the  Indian  Companies  Ad,  No.  X.  of  1866  (2),  sanction- 
ing a  general  compromise  between  the  Official  laquidatoxs  and  the 
Creditors  of  the  Bespondents'  Association  in  their  winding  up,  and 


(1)  29  L.  J.  (Ch.)  (X.  S.)  702. 

(2)  These  sections  were  as  follows  :— 
Section  173  enacts,  that  "  the  Liquida- 
tors may,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Court,  where  the  Company  is  being 
wound  up  by  the  Court,  or.  subject  to 
the  supervision  of  the  Court .  .  .  pay 
any  classes  of  Creditors  in  full,  or  make 
such  compromise  or  other  arrangement 
as  the  Liquidators  may  deem  expedient, 
with  Creditors  or  persons  claiming  as 
Creditors,  or  persons  having,  or  alleging 
themselves  to  have  any  claim,  present 
or  future,  whereby  the  Company  may 
be  rendered  liable." 

Section  174  enacts,  that ''  the  Liqui- 
dators msir,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Court,  where  a  Company  is  being  wound 
up  by  the  Court,  or  subject  to  the  su- 


pervision of  the  Court .  •  .  compromise 
all  calls  and  liabilities  to  calls,  debts, 
and  liabilities  capable  of  resulting  in 
debts,  and  all  claims,  whether  present 
and  future,  subsisting  or  supposed  to 
subsist)  between  the  Company  and  any 
ContributoTy,  or  alleged  Contributory, 
or  other  Debtor  or  person  apprehending 
liability  to  the  Company,  and  all  ques- 
tions in  any  way  relating  to  or  affecting 
the  assets  of  the  Company,  or  the  wind- 
ing up  of  the  Company  generally,  upon 
such  terms  as  may  be  agreed  upon; 
with  power  for  the  Liquidators  to  take 
any  security  for  the  discharge  of  snch 
debts  or  liabilities,  and  to  give  complete 
discharges  in  respect  of  all  or  any  such 
caUs,  debts,  or  liabilities.'^ 
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directing  that  all  the  Creditors  should  be  bound  by  the  eompro-  j.  o. 
mise,  with  this  variation — that  such  Order  should  be  subject  to  the  i869 
condition  that  one  Ahmedbhoy  Hvhiblioy  joined  in  giving  a  certain  ^^ 
guarantee.  Bank  op 

By  Act,  No.  XIX.  of  1857,  of  the  Legislative  Council  of  India,      China, 
persons  are  authorized  to  form  themselves  into  a  Joint  Stock  Com-  ,;. 

pany  or  Association,  with  limited  liability,  for  the  purpose  of  Bank-  eas^n 
ing  or  Insurance,  upon  registration ;  and  provisions  are  made  by  Financial 
section  60,  for  the  winding  up  of  any  such  Company  by  the  Court,  — 
or  voluntarily ;  in  either  case,  the  existing  Shareholders  are  made 
liable  to  contribute  to  the  assets  of  the  Company  to  an  amount  suffi- 
cient to  pay  the  debts  and  liabilities  of  the  Company  and  the  costs 
of  the  proceedings,  but  in  the  case  of  a  Company  with  limited 
liability  only,  not  exceeding  the  amount  unpaid  on  each  share; 
and  section  62,  provides,  that  in  the  event  of  a  limited  Company 
being  wound  up  by  the  Court,  and  not  voluntarily,  any  person 
who  has  ceased  to  be  a  holder  of  any  share  or  shares  within  the 
period  of  one  year  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  winding- 
up,  is  to  be  liable  in  respect  of  such  share  or  shares  to  contribute 
in  the  same  manner  as  an  existing  Shareholder.  By  section  89^ 
power  is  given  to  the  Official  Liquidators,  with  the  sanction  of  the 
Court,  to  compromise  any  debts  or  claims,  and  to  execute  all  acts 
which  might  be  necessary  for  the  winding-up  and  distributing 
assets. 

The  Bespondents'  Association  was  registered  under  this  Act,  as 
a  joint  stock  Company  with  limited  liability,  and  in  1865,  a  resolu- 
tion was  passed  for  voluntarily  winding  up  the  Company. 

On  the  6th  of  July,  1865,  an  Order  was  duly  made  by  the  High 
Court  of  Judicature  at  Bombay^  on  its  ordinary  original  civil  juris- 
diction side,  that  the  Bespondents'  Association  should  be  wound 
up  by  the  Court,  under  the  Act,  No.  XIX  of  1857,  sect.  69,  and 
that  all  suits  and  proceedings  against  the  Association  should  be 
stayed. 

By  the  Indian  Companies  Act,  No.  X.  of  1866,  which  came  into 
operation  on  the  1st  of  May,  1866,  fresh  provisions  were  made  for 
the  winding  up  of  such  Companies ;  and  by  sections  173, 174,  power 
is  given  to  the  Court  to  sanction  compromises  and  arrangements 
between  the  Liquidators  and  the  Creditors  of,  or  Debtors  to,  the 


J.  a  Cpqip^njy  and  by  sect.  191,  this  power  applies  to  a  limit^  Com 

JW  pai^y  regiatared  u^dec  the  Act  No.  XIX.  of  1857. 

T»E  After- the  makiag  of  tJie  above  Order  Rowland  Hamtlioti,  and 

Ban^  qp  Jlfe9»pv)(xnjee^Ard(meir  Wadia,  wove  appointed  Ofpc^ial  Liq^uidators, 

Gfli?*i,  and  the  winding  up  proceeded  in  the  High  C!ourt.. 

AMD  «JaPAN  ***  »,.  '"',')., 

f,,  The^  original  no;ninal ,  capital  of  the  Respondents   Associaticai 

EaSpiv     '^^  ^^®  crore  of  Eupees  divided  into  25,000  shares  of  Bs.  .400  each. 

FiMA>iCML    yjiQ  capital  wae  subsequently  increased  by  the  issue  of  25,000  new 

A5800IAT1Q.V.  -r*  t  /»        t        i  '  -i  i  • 

shares  of  Rs.400  each,  12,500  of  which  were  sold  at  ahction,  b|it 

such  sale  had  not  been  recognised  as  legal  by  the  Court,  and  tHe 
issue  of  the  remaining  12,500  was,  therefore,  contested.  He  list  of 
claims  admitted  against  the  Respondents*  Association  di^osed  debts 
to  the  amount  of  42  lacs  of  Rupees,  or  thereabouts,  less  sectiritife 
of  the  value  of  about  Rs.  85,000  without  interest,  whicih*  would 
probably  amount  to  G  to  8  lacs  of  Rupees,  or  thereabouts. 

A  Committee  of  Shareholders  was  appointed  about  MaicB,  18ft7, 
to  consider  the  position  of  the  Respondents'  Association,  and  whit 
amount  it  would  possibly  offer  to  the  Creditors,  and  how  nluch  Ae 
Contributories  would  be  able  to  pay,  when  a  cofaiproiiifee'wai*  pro- 
posed by  the  Contributories  and  Directors  of.thd  ResjkmdOTtef 'As- 
sociation to  the  Liquidators  iPor  the  provision  of  Ainds  tof  be  diVldfed 
amongst  iand  paid  to  the  Creditors  in  discharge  of  their  claiixiSy  so 
that  each  Creditor  requiring  it  might  receive  thfe  sum' of  6  njoii^ 
in  the  Rupee  on  the  amount  of  his  debt,  without  interest,  hipbn 
the  following  terms : —  .     •  .  .  ; »     ' 

. ,  /'  First,  that  J^e9sowJee  Naih,  Cassumlhoy  Dhuramsey^  o,na' Ahmed- 

it^JSui^bojf,  do  forthwith  bring  in  and  pay.  to  the  laquidators  t|ie 

sum  of  6  lacs  of  l^ipees,  and  that  they  and  Prefrichund  Boffchund 

l^ecomq  purch,a§prs  of  the  assets  of  the  Company,  at  6  lacs  of  iRup^s, 

.  whicbae^ets  ^xp  to  be^  realized  by  the  Liquidators,  apd  the'pur- 

.  CihasQrs  arq  to  p^  ^ithin  four  months  to  the  Liquidators  aif  ^'baw^ce 

vJjjbb.  mc^y  b|e  iji^easary  to  m^ke  up  ithe  said  sum  or  purchase- 

.  mq^^ey .of  6  Japp  (rf  Bupaes,  each  of  the  said  purcjiaseirs  beitg  liable  for 

:  ^h^pum  of  li-  laps,  only  in  respect  of  tlie  3aid  purcKase  or  iowards 

;J;h49, making, up  thie  Ij^alitnce  .thereof :  any  surplus  r^aliz^bv  the 

.  ^d-.a^s^to  tQ  be  fcdd  to  the  purchaser^. ,    ^  ^ 

"  Secona,  that  a  call  of  Rs.  30  per  share,  and  no  more,  be  paid 
;.l>yi^U.'the.'Conft:il?iu^oripa  nn.eptioned,  in  the  ,listi  tdjcead^ 
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by  the  Liquidators,  excepting  the  names  of  certain  persons  holding  J.  0. 
11,000  shares,  to  be  prepared  and  handed  to  the  Liquidators  by  CaS"  1869 
^umhhoy  Bliv/ramsayhhaiy  Ke86ou>jee  Naik  and  Ahmedhhoy  Hubibhoy.        thb 

"  Third,  that  the  said  Kesaowjee  Naih^  acting,  as  we  believe,  in  hd^Stan 
concert  with  other  persons,  shall  guarantee  the  payment  of  such      China, 
further  sums,  if  any,  required  to  make  up  the  payment  of  6  annas         «. 
in  the  Bupee  to  any  of  the  Creditors  requiring  the  same,  within     easSun 
the  like  period  of  four  months  from  the  date  of  the  Order  of  the  ^^^^^ 

Judge  confirming  the  said  compromise,  or  authorizing  the  same  to  *     

be  accepted  by  the  said  Liquidators." 

The  majority  of  the  Creditors  assented  to  the  principle  of  this 
compromise,  and  amongst'others  who  so  consented  were  the  Batik  of 
Bombay^  who  were  Creditors  for  16  lacs  of  Rupees  or  thereabouts ;  the 
Asiatic  Bank  Corporcdion,  whose  claim  for  8  lacs  of  Rupees  or  there- 
abouts had  been  compromised  at  a  cost  of  less  than  6  annas  in  the 
Rupee;  the  Central  Bank  of  Western  India,  Creditors  for  5  lacs  of 
Rupees  or  thereabouts,  had  signified  their  willingness  to  accept  a 
compromise  of  considerably  less  than  6  annas  in  the  Rupee,  against 
which  Bank  the  Respondents'  Association  had  a  claim  for  calls  on 
shares^  but  which  might  be  difficult  to  enforce;  Hxe  Agra  Bank 
were  Creditors  for  Rs.  75,000,  the  Indo-tJgyjptian  were  Creditors  for 
Rs,  98,739,  the  Bank  o/Surat  and  Bank  of  Chizeraf  were  Creditors 
for  Rs,  52,796,  the  Financial  Association  of  India  and  China  yf&te 
Creditors  for  1  lac  97,589  Rupees,  and  were  all  willing  to  accept 
a  compromise  of  less  than  6  annas  in  the  Rapee,  provided  that  a 
prompt  settlement  could  be  made ;  the  representatives  of  the  late 
Darashaw  Dorabjee  Bundana,  who  was  a  creditor  for  Rs.  45,000> 
and  the  trustees  of  the  estate  of  Navtdchund  Nahalehund^  were  also 
willing  to  accept  a  compromise  of  much  less  than  6  annas  in  the 
Rupee.  There  were  also  twelve  smaU  Creditors,  who  had  signified 
their  willingness  to  consent  to  a  compromise.  The  European  Assu- 
rance Company^  who  were  Creditors  for  Rs.  30,000,  the  head  ofSce 
of  which  is  in  London,  had  no  power  in  Bombay  to  compromise^ 
but  the  compromise  had  been  recommended  by  the  Bombay  Board 
to  the  Board  in  London.  Of  the  other  Creditors,  the  amount  of 
whose  claims  were  about  Rs.  22,000,  nearly  all  were  prepared  to 
accept  similar  compromises. 

The  Appellants,  who  were  in  liquidation  under  the  Court  of 
You  lU  3  2  R 


J.o.       Qbwoerj  in  Unglandi  aiid  ^who  weie.  Creditors,  fiyr  >&  Ipjos  17,^00 

18^9       BapeeSy  or  therealniate,  the  Idqiudatpxa  of  which  Swk  ,wer&  i^si- 

Thb       ddiit  in  ZiottipTi;  instmeted  their  Agent  irx  JSomboff  pot  to  j^mept 

Hn«DTOTw    *"^y  oompromise,  hut  to  pveae  for  pajment  of  their  claiiu.  ia,  f^U; 

Uhxna,      aud  Sir*  jI&oA(m2  Sugh  Scatty  ^  Creditor  for  2  laG9  of  Bup^es  or 

«.         D^reabouts,  required  a  opnxpoiition  of  a  larger  earn  than  .€  annas 

lUinBm     i^  the  Knpee;   and  Sir   WUUam  Oardonj  another  Cjfeditor  for 

Aw>^T^.  -^  25y000,  declined,  through  Scott,  to  accept  a  composition; 

—       and  those  were  subBtantially  the  only  Cnaditors  ivho  olgeete^  to- 

the  compromiae. 

>  In  anaffida^t  nuule  h^  t^e  liquidators^  it  was.  stai^  th^jljtiie 
Contributories  tiont^pded,  that. the  wifid^ng-up.  of  t)ie  Be8{K>ndent§*^ 
Jwociation  was  pi^iq^diitg  under  tljie  Qrder  of  the .  26th.  of.  Ju^« 
1666,  or  under  the  resphition  for  the  voluntary. winding-up  p^i^ 
vrfened  to,  aud  that  a  very  large  proportion  of  the  S^ehpldei;^ 
irho  would  be. best  a^le  by.  their  position  and  means  to  contri^^ute 
towards  the  payment  of  the  debt^  of  the  Compapy,  ai^d  who  .wer^ 
on,  the  list  of  Gont^butories  as  past  and  not  present  Men^h^, 
wauld  bo  absolutely  discharged  from  all  liability  as  Shapeholden^ 
That  tbei  Official  Liquidators  had  consulted  with  the  Committee.  ojT 
Shareholders  before  mentioned,  and  with  other  persons^  ^q^  upon 
an  euminaiion  and  inquiries  as  to  the  position  of  ^  the  Delators  or 
CSontribntories  under  the  winding-up,  a^d  ^Iso  as  to  the  yalue  of 
the  securiiiea  held^  arriyed  ft  the  following  results : — Firsts  that 
th^  offeri  on  the  terms  before  mentioned,  of  £  laes  of  B\^]^  for 
the  assets  of  the  Company,  was  a  fetir  one.  Secqnd,  th^t  jf  the 
argument  of  the  Contributories  was  well  f9un4ed,  the  list  pf  Coi^tri- 
butorie^  as  it  would  then  stand,  would  not  p(rodui\e,  more  tl^an  a 
sum  varying  &om  3  to  4  lacs  of  Bupees.  Thirds  that  if  it  ahojiAd 
be;  decided  by  the  Court,  that  the  Order  made  on  the  6th  of  July, 
1865,  &r  the  wiading-up  of  the  Company  by  the  Court,  wa&reyjiTed 
by  the  Older  of  the  25th  of  July,  1866,  the  list  of  Pontribi^to^e^ 
which  would  then  be  settled  as.  it  had  already  been  prepared  an4 
filed  in  Courts  would  not»  as  the  Liquidators  yerily  believed, « in 
consequence  of  some  of  the  principal  Shareholders  being  beyond 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court,  and  of  the  impoverished  circom;- 
stances  of  those  who  are  resident  in  Bofabay^  be  likely  to  pro* 
ducid  a  larger  sum  than  8  to  10  kcs  of  Bupees.   Fourth,  that  tiie 
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call  at  ISa.  30  per  fihare,  ^Uch  the  Conttibtrtories  had  agreed  to       J:& 
pay  if  the  eonipromise  mentioned  was  conied  otit,  had  been  esti*       ise9 
mated  My  the  £lotntmttee  of  Shareholders  and  others  to  produce       ^^ 
u  snm  varjning  ftom  2  to  8  lacs  of  Rnpees ;  in  ivhich  estimate  g"^^^ 
they  oondurred.    !l^r  these  reasons,  the  Official  Liquidators  were      Crxma, 
of  opinioh  that  it  woidd  sare  great  delay  tknd  espens^,  and  wotdd         % 
be  very  much  to  tiie  interest  of  the  general  body  of  Creditors,     eabt^ 
if  the  terms  of  thie  proposed  compromise  could  be  accepted  and  ^^^^^ 
carried  out.    The  affidavit  tiien  went  on  to  state,  that  having       - — 
special  r^ard,  therefore,  to  the  very  great  delay  and  expense 
which  would  attend  further  litigation  wiiih  the  Oontiributories,  who 
assumedi  a  very  strong  position  on  the  point  before  mentioned, 
and,  further,  considering  that  a  very  large  majority  of  the  Credi- 
tors assented  to  the  proposition  of  a  compromise  for  the  speedy 
settlement  of  their  claims,  the  Liquidators  ware  clearly  of  opinion, 
that  it  would  be  very  mujch  to  the  interest  of  the  general  body  of 
Creditors  of  the  Company  that  the  compromise  should  be  adopted, 
and  the  acceptance  of  the  same  compromise  by  the  Liquidators  of 
the  Company  (to  be  carried  out  by  proper  deeds  to  be  executed 
by  and  between  the  parties)  should  be  sanctioned  by  the  Court 

Thereupon  an  application  was  made  to  the  High  Court  to  sanc^ 
tion  such  compromise,  and  after  reading  certain  affidavits  and 
hearing  the  parties  in  Chambers,  Sir  Joseph  Amould,  on  the  26th  of 
June,  1867,  ordered,  under  sects.  173  and  174  ctf  the  Indicm 
Companies  Act  Ko.  X.  of  1866,  that  the  compromise  should  be  sanc- 
tioned and  that  all  the  Creditors  should  be  bound  thereby. 

The  Appellants,  who  were  Creditors  to  a  large  amount,  appealed 
against  this  Order  to  the  High  Court  on  its  appellate  side,  when 
the  above  Order  was  affirmed. 

The  Judges  of  the  Appellate  Court  of  Bombay^  consisting  of  the 
Chief  Justice,  Sir  Bichard  Coueh,  and  Mr.  Justice  Weitrofp,  in 
their  reasons  for  sanctioning  the  oompromise,  said : — ^*  At  tiie  dose 
of  the  argument,  we  intimated  that  the  compromise  might  be  made 
satisfactory  to  us  if  some  security  were  given  for  the  performance 
by  K^siowjee  Naih  of  his  guarantee.  We  have  xu)w  been  in&rmed 
by  Counsel  for  the  Liquidators,  that  he  declines  to  do  so  solely  on 
a  point  of  honour,  but  that  Ahmedbhoy  BtMhoy  has  consent  to 
join  in  the  guarantee,  and  to  execute  the  Deed.  We  areof  opinion, 

3  2  B2 
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J.O.  that,  i^itli  thk  addition  to  its  terms,  the  compromise  which  has 

1'8^  been  sanctioned  by  the  learned  Judge  should  receive  the  sanction 

T^  of  this  Court.   The  question  is  a  peculiar  one,  and  the  compromise 

n^N^D^AN  ^^*  ^^  *^  ordinary  character  which  is  contemplated  in  sect  174 

CrawA,  of  the  Indian  Companies  Act  of  1866,   If  the  proposed  compromise 

V,  ha^  been  with  a  class  of  persons  who  had  been  finally  determined 

Eabtebn  ^  ^  Oontributories,  and  the  only  questions  had  been  how  much 

FmAN'ciAt  jjjgy  should  be  required  to  pay,  and  what  their  means  of  paying  the 

—        caUs  for  which  they  were  liable  might  be,  the  case  would  have 

•       ___         •  " 

been  leas  difficult,  and  the  decisions  of  the  Courts  in  England,  and 
the  didot  of  the  Judges  there  which  have  been  cited  by  Counsel, 
would  have  been  applicable.  In  those  cases  the  Contributories 
were  ascertained ;  but  this  is  a  case  in  which,  in  the  present  state 
of  things,  it  is  uncertain  who  may  be  ultimately  liable  as  Con- 
tributories.  The  determination  of  that  liability  is  a  question  of 
considerable  difficulty.  If  it  were  at  all  clear,  that  the  compromise 
might  not  be  advantageous  to  the  Creditors,  the  Court  might  con- 
sider that  the  decision  of  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  be  reversed, 
and  the  sanction  to  the  compromise  withheld ;  but  it  is  possible, 
that  tlie  result  of  our  doing  so  might  be  very  unfortunate  for  the 
Creditors  of  the  Company.  The  question  of  the  liability  of  the 
Shareholders  cannot  be  settled  without  a  very  considerable  delay, 
and  we  must  regard  the  result  of  any  litigation  on  that  point  as 
very  uncertain.  Indeed,  we  might  say  more  than  uncertain,  as 
regards  the  interests  of  tihe  Creditors,  for  there  is  a  decision  of  Sir 
Joseph  Arnould  in  the  case  of  another  Company,  which  is  opposed 
to  the  view  of  the  question  which  would  be  beneficial  to  them,  and 
this  decision 'has  not  been  appealed  against.  K  the  oompr<miise 
were  not  made,  and  the  view  of  the  law  taken  in  that  case  were 
finally  ^opted^  it  would  seem  that  tlie  Creditors  would  be  injured 
by  the  question  having  be^n  raised.  Whatever  the  result  migtt 
be,  the  Creditors  must  be  kept  out  of  their  money  for  some  time; 
nor  can  we  ignore  the  probability  that,  after  the  delay  which  would 
be  caused  hy  litigating  the  question,  the  persons  who  may  ulti* 
mately  be  held  to  be  Contributories  may  be  unable  to  pay  the 
calls ; .  great  changes  may  occur  in  th^  interval ;  and  when  tlje 
liability  is  established,  many  of  th^  persons  may  ^ave  ^eft  JE^om^y, 
and  be  at  such  a  distance  that  the  Liquidators  could  not  prudently 
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attpmpt  to  enforce  payment  from  them.    It  is  necessary  that  all  .J.C. 

these  circumstances  should  he  considered  by  the  Court.    From  1809 

what  we  have  heard  in  the  course  of  the  discussion  of  this  Case;  and  r^^ 

from  the  answers  to  questidns  put  by  us  to  Counsel,  it  appears  to  xxPf^^^''. 

us,  supposing  the  re^t  of  the  litigation  as  to  the  liability  as  Cbn-  .  China, 

tributofies  to  be  most  favourable  to  the  Creditors,  to '  be  at  least  r. 

very  doubtful,  whether  a  inuch  larger  sunk  will  be  realised '  froth  tb6  e^krn 

persons  who  may  be  held  to  be  Contributories  thatt  woxlld  How  be  Fxxakcial 

.  •'....  A58O0IATIOK. 

given  to  the  Creditors  under  the  present  arrangement.  It  is  a  — 
very  material  element  in  the  consideration  of  the  question  before 
us,  whether,  when  the  possibility  of  gain  to  the  Creditors  is  So 
small,  it  18  really  worth  their  while  to  rufi  the  ririk  of  litigation; 
and  whether  it  would  be  right  for  this  Court,  when  a  largd  maj<yi*ty 
of  (he  Creditors  are  tihwilling  to  run  the  risk,  to  force  theto  to  do 
so,  because  two  Creditors  wish  it  We  db  not  think  that  we  should 
be  justified  in  doing  that.  We  haVe  felt  the  Question  to  be  one  of 
considerable  difficulty,  but  have  at  length  arrived  at  the  conclusion, 
Jhat  we  otight  to  sanction  the  compromise,  as  oiie  by  V^hfch  a  tiaoi^ 
troublesome  and,  we  may  say,  dangerous  litigation  willbis  avoided. 
'Considering  the  peculiar  nature  of  the  case,  we  do  not' think  it'^is 
iiecessary  that  we  should  direct  any  further  iiquiries  to  be  made  as 
to  the  means  of  the  persons  who  may  be  lia;ble  as  Contribiltt^lfie^. 
All  the  parties  who  have'appeared  in  the  case,  except  the  Liquida- 
tors, should  bear  their  own  icosts,  and  the  costd  of  the  Liqttldtrtdrs 

should  b^  paid  out  of  the'  estate.'*  

The  appeal  was  from  the  Decree  or  Order  made  thereon,  dated 
the  27th  of  September,  1867.  ' 

i  ■  .  T  .  •    '    .  ' 

Sit  B.  Pahner,  Q.O.,  and  Mr.  Lefffh,  few  the  AppellaDtgi  :*^    . .  » 

The  first  question  isi  whether  the  High  Court  had  any  jtnris- 

diction  at  all  to  make  the  Order  appealed  froth.    The  proceedings 

for  the  compulsory  winding  up'  of  Ihe' Company  triis  'nothing'  indife 

,^an  a  cbntinuance  of*  the  voltmtary  winding  up  which  had  begtm 

'under  the  Act,  iN6.2tDt.olf  1857 ■  before  the  Act  of  the  Indian 

ijegislature.  No.  X.  of  1866,  cAine  into  operation."  Section  221  bf 

tlie  latter  Act  expressly  enacts,  that  it  shall  not  apply  lb  a'vWtlti- 

tariiy  winding  tip  b^guii  befofd  the  passing  of  the  Act.'  It  is  clear, 

'therefore;  ihat  the  Act  of  186^  doeA  liot  apply 'to  this  6ase,  attd 


4BB  CABmiS  TSB  TBrn  COWSntL.  [Kill 

XCL       the  ()tdeT  8fipc^ied{iomekau>itt^ 

im       of  1857|  dbefl  nfotixader  the  Moie  powera  to  compronuie  «b  ai»  in 
M       iii»AotNo^Xofl806i   'Secondly,  aafisaiiiig  tli«t' the  Acty  No.X 
of  ],866>  does  apffly^  then  we  submity  ihfit  1^  Oidrar  of  tbe  Comtt 
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(^^™^  below  caornot-  be  mainiamed.  It  is  imder  tlie  17&d  anl^  174t)i 
tK.  sections  of  the  latter  Act  that  the  oompTomise  is  swcftiDaed  uy  iw 
Court.  Those  sections  are  substantially  the  same  as  sections  ,159 
and  160  o^  the  Imperial  Statute,  25  &  26  Vict,  c  89,  but'  those  see- 
tions  are  intended  only  to  apply  to  an  arrangement  between  the 
Liquidalors  representing  the  Company  and  atiy  ^  CotttAbtrtdi^;  or 
alleged  Obntributory;  or  other  Debtor.**'  Now,  as  the  wwd  **C5oti- 
tribtitorf  **  is  used  in  the  singular  number,  it  is  patent  that  buljr 
indftidual  Cbntributori^s  are  meant;  azfd  a  g«^nend  "eomytkindse 
of  liabilities  of  Contributories  as  a  clasd"is  not  edUt^mplMed, 
or'  witUn  the  Jrarview  of  the  174th  section  of  the  A\et}'-W*:  X. 
6f  1866.  Whenever  the  "Legislature  intends  to  de«l  witft^Oredi^ 
tors  As  a  class,  the  word  "^classes'*  is  expredbly' u^.  '-Saf^'prnte 
Tatty  (1)  is  an  authority  to  shew,  that  a  con^proitiise  by 'liqirilAfMMi 
fbr  a  fixed  sum,  to  be  paid  by  an  aggregate  clasA  of  €bntriftttk)i{^, 
will  not 'be  sanctfoii^d  by  the  Cc)ui%  unless  It  is  sbewir,  OfCit'flM 
compi*omise  is  fbunded  upon  the  basis  of  ea)eh  indftiduttPi  -p^iefftiiX 
liability,  and,  in  substance,  constituted  a  cdm{)romiser  with'^^a^ 
Contributory.  Here  there  is  no  proof  that  each  individual 'CStt^ 
tributory^s  means  of  pciying  have  been  ascertUn^  by  the  Id<iaida- 
tors.  Neither  had  the  High  Court  power  or  autlMMity tind^'atfy  df 
the  sections  of  tiie  Act,  No.  X.  of  1866,  to  make  an  Order  directing 
that  ''all  the  Creditors  of  the  said  Association  be^bound  bytlie'said 
compromise,"  or  to  afiect,  prejudice,  or  in  any  manner  restrain  tlie 
Appellants,  or  their  legal  rights  under  that  Acti  whifch  incltidM,  ii 
nespect  of  tJieir  admitted  claims,  a  rateable  proportion  of  flie' Whole 
of  the  assets,  including  the  tinexp^nded  and  avlailabfo  sbbcMib^ 
iiicp\\x\  of  the  Company.  The  Appellants  aiie  a  liihitt^*  Oom^liy, 
halving  its  domicil  in  EngHaiftd,  and  Hi  the  time  in  coiirs6  Wh^^ 
wound  up  und^r  an  Order  of  the  Court  of  Chancery* ii  ^nj/bML 
Moreover,  it  lafafficienfOty  i^pears  that  the  comprtmiise  Mi^  ^iMfail 
dttd  un&ir  tt>Wiard!F'  the  Creditors  of  the  Ateodlttion,  tItttV  ib/^ 
was  yiot  suffident  ^iroof  before  the  Ocycrrt  on  disputed  aml^ttafl0i4d 

(1>  29  U  J.  (Ch.)  (N.S.)  702,  7J2. 


pbiiii^  a£fe(9tuig<thd'«uimeyi»  ovdfertDianii  ike  dleoMntsoof/aiii  xa 

io  MaUe  tii0  Goifft  ta  onir^ati  a  safe  and  ccnrect  jvdiciail  dpinioa  IMS 

4it  tO'  tbe  advantages  or  dindnaitages  to  Greditora*  of  the  proposed  tbA 
^iDttiptomise^  erreii'  if  smsh  epinion  ocredd  ha^e  been  aeled  tipon 
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i^ber#  llieve  was  no  leflal  power  or  aatiiDrily  in;  the  Court  to  bind!      OanrA, 


Mr.  Mdlish,  Q.O.,  aa^  Mj.  Graham  Eastings^  ipv  tho  Bespon-    ]^^JSi 
-dents : —  .   -^aBOotiwoK. 

AAtbe.D?iix4n»g-up.  Order  of.t^e  26th, of  July^  3 §66,  pujrpor|ia 
tp  b|^  i^ad^  under,  the  4^cta  of  thQ  iQdi^  I^egisjAture,  Nee.  ISSSl. 
of  1857j:and  X.  of  1866^  8. 162,  and  h|ia  not  been  appealed  tiom> 
the  Appellante  cannot  now  object  that  the  latter  Act  doea  not  aj^jiy 
to.  tb^  p^^eedingp  bad  under  the  Act>  No.  XIX«.  of  .1857.  Tbip 
•Ojimpcomjae  mfule  by  the  Xaqnida^is  and  sanctioned  by  the  Cbnrt 
ifaa  within  the  acQpe  of  tbe  powers  given  by  the  171tb  section  o,f 
ih/d  Act»  N04  X  of  1866.  The  construction  put  by  the  Appellants 
i^fom^  be  supported.  It  could  not.have  been  the  inte;Qtion  of  ,thf 
li^guJ^tarethatGoi^pronuses^^  * 

biitoriei^  aloi^e^i^d  not  witb  classy.  An  inquiry  by  tbe  liquidators 
into  the  circumstances  of  each  individual  Creditor  was  not  necassi^iy. 
It  was  very  uncejrtain  who  might  be  ultimately  liable  as  Contribu* 
tories^  and  that  could  not  be  settled  without  delay  and  Ut%ation» 
which  would  have  probably  led  to  the  loss  of  alarge  part  of  the  calls 
Hor  payments  whjcb  may  now  be  dt>t8ii^ed  firom.  tbe  Pontr]ji>utori/e& 
The  propose  compromise  ia  reasonable  and  fair,  and  for  tbe  bene*- 
fit  of  tbe  Creditors,  as  the  purchasers  were  anxious,  to  abandqn  their 
bargains^  AU  the  Creditors  approved,  of  it  except  three.  The 
JUquidatprs  vm^  be  at  liberty  to  act.upon  general  cpnsideratiqns 
in  o<Hnprpa?isiBg  with  a  class  of  Cont^butories,  and  to  take  adlW^- 
tage  of  their  local  knowledge  of  the  impoverished  circumstances  of 
tbe  Native  residents  in  Bqwlbfly;  and  the  High  Courts  who  biad  the 
best  opportunity  of  knowing  the  state  of  mexcantile  ^aira  tbece^  ivp- 
piTD ved  of  tbe  cqmpromiae  recommended  by  tbe  liqmidaJtors.  Vctbf$ 
0»§e  (1 )  ia  distii^isbaUe,  fmd  does  not  applj^  TJ^ere  :the  comprq^- 
mi$0  n^ade  by  tbe  Liquidators,  was  as  to  tbe  liabilit^y  of  certain 
fibiwbi^ld^ipi ;  ^QS&61?tfar^halders  insisting;  as  a  cwdita^n,  that  i^ 

(I)  2d  h.  J;  (Gk)  (K.  S.)  702. 
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J.c        ddda tSfODjyflmh  the  e<HnprQBiia&wiB  ibfmdsd'shpald.iiM  he  dJr 

19S$        Tidged,  attd  ii  Wjas'sheiiaK  ihatit  me i£sNai^dfid}.iip0iii  details  jof^ 

Tmft        piopesrtgr  and  eiiciu«iitafDee%  vrkioU  il .kixiMm^  wouli&lie  ideiiaimeiital 

j^^^^  to  the  intereets  of  the  JQompoiiy^  therefose,  thei  Cloinrt  tafaeed  rtoi 

^^™^>>      sanctioii'tli^  0(NnpiDmi80!inade  liy^^/thatOfficialil^iquidators,  oa^tbe 

V.         ground  o{  such  a  ascret  undsBstaiuliLng;.     lEhB  JSwaoCipaZ.anJ 

Ta^pnaom     i^^t^  CoTupantf  (1)  k  ih  point    In  that,  case-it.ives'hcjldy  that  tk« 

^^^^^  general  power  to  compromise  debisand  olaim^  givea'by  sect.  90  of 

tbe  19  &  20  Vkstt  o«  47,  to  the  Official  Liqmdator.  -oE  a  Company, . 

Ttitli  the  consemt  of  ithe  Oourt^is  not 'lesiarioted  by rthe  powers  given, 
by  tha  20'&  21  Vict,  c  I*,  s. !»,  nor  the  S!l  &  22  ^ct.  c.  60,8. 19; 
aopd'ihat  the  Conrt  had  jnrisdictioQ  to  sattotioa  the*  ootopromi^ 
of  any  .claim  made  against  the  Cbmpanj  i£  it  dtould  cbnsider  it 
expedient  and  benefioialy  having  i?egard  to  the  intereMi  of  all  parties, 
so  to  da  Section  174  of  the  Indian  .iU^,No.2L.Hxf  l&6fi^  is  substaa* 
tially  the  same  ae  the  160th  section  of  the  .Cofnp0(Me$A€t,  25  &  2G 
Yict  a  89.  As  the  matter  was  one  of  discretion  vested  in  the 
Oourt  below;  nnless  it  has  prteeeded  upon  a  wrong  prmeiplor  tim 
Tnbnaal;  according  to  the  princifdes'  it  haJB  acted  upon,  will  not  take 
upon  ittolf  to  decide  the  point,  whether  the  coonpromise  was  or  not 
bepefitiallo thededitora  .     -   .:^  ». 

In  this  case  their  Lordships  mufit  .aasojiide^  the  yaliditf  of  tfao 
Order  of  the  26th  of  July,  1866,  against  which  no  appeal  Jbias  b^en 
presQnted,>and  by  whieh  the  Eastern  Finanma^AasccuvHonihas  bd^n 
ofadered  to  be  wound  up.    This  Order  ia  the  foundation  of  the  pror; 
cfeedingat^  and"a»mm.ing  its  validity,  there  are^  two  qnefirf^ioms  Mmd. 
by  the  present  appeal;  .first,  whether  the  coai|>ix)pu9e  which  wa^x 
sanctioiied  by  the  Ordet  of  the  26tli  of  June,  1867,  Wia8  0n^:whio^» 
the  Oenii  was  competent  to  ^auction;  and  secondly,  wjshet^r.^eri 
Court, hsauming  it  to-bave  the  powar,  ong^  to  have  epo&si!i9ei4haiii 
power  uMer  the  circumstaaces  of  this  c^ase.    m     . ,,  i'-.    ^.  .:[i 

The  words  ofthe  174l;h  section  of fthe  Indian  Aat  ai^  ^.'Th^tH&f 
Liqaidators  may^  with  Uie  ss^cfioh  of  the*  Courts  where;  a. Oompf^i 
is/ being  wound  up  bythe'Coort^  oomprcimiaB  allieaUa  and  liabjjyi^ , 
to/oaU^  .d^btd;  aad  •  liabilities  capable  xtf  Msith^i^in/^eM^ii^      : 
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c^m^  ^I^tb^  .pi?es0at  or<  &i]iive,  sobeistpg  or  stqppbBed.  to^  subsist^        J,*  C. 
between  fheiOompaiijr aoad  any  Gontribixioay.or.  alleged  Copiribxi'^       ises 
tbry>  or.  otiber  JDefator  oz  -pentivt  ^ppB?efae^diiig '  liability  ban  the  ^jk^oir;       xbe 
pauy;  and  all  questiom  in  any  Msmyi relating  to  (Hi-affeoting  the  j^^^lL 
assdts  of  tbo  ^lopapang?)  or  the  iYindi]ig>.up  of  -the  Oonipaiiy  gena^     Cutsa, 
mHjy  upon*  mi(di  tdims  ^  may.  be^  agreed  upon  irith  poveer.  fofr         «. 
tbe> Liqtiidaitor»<to'take^any;8eaQiiiy  for  ihe  discharge  \o£\m^.  i^biA.    marmBus 
oar  liabilities^  and  to.  gire  ooinplete  diflebacgei  .in  xeapec*  tp^  elisor  ^^J[i^^^ 
any  of  such  caUs,  'debto^t  or  liafailitiee/'  •  Th^ee  wozdfl  Avoivery.lride;       — 
and  j^nerady^fuid  thdy  areisimikr  to  tbose  coniudned  in.fleGtioia  l&)i 
of  the  Eniffiish  Wii^ng-kip  Act  of  1862,  Itmay  be  i6oi)|eatm^4tliat! 
the  gie^ffcamomit  of  costg^iuid  eipenses  ii](cmxed  in  thendndinig  Jop. 
of  tiieaeOonitpaiuM  ididUc^t^L^gidtatiiie  tpindUBasethii  p^mei^^ 
of  the  Qourt  '^itii  respect  to  oompronuijesy  in^  ordeD  itoi  tiha  diminia[^ 
ing  of  tisce  amotint  'o£  those^  Qosts.   The  word»  whidLare  ter  be  found' 
in  this  sectioDy  e^epially  the  'woidd  ^'liabilities  to  caUB^  debtt,  dnd 
liabilities  capable  x)f  resulting  in  debts,  subsisting^  6r  supposed  to' 
sobsist,^  .and  theivords  ^al^ged  oontiibatory/'  plainly/sheWiibat) 
the  dotnpromises  intended  to  be  sanctioned  might  be^enle^  into' 
beforetbelisl  of  Qautribntodcls  had  jbeen  .settled^  or:  the  lidbilitiei^. 
or  competence  of  the  Shareholders  bad  been.as^^rtaisned^    Ik.ap^ 
pears  to  their  Lordships  that  the  compromise  in  question  is  a 
compromise  with  Contributories  or  alleged  Contributories^'  atld' 
coiiftequedtlyiifaatitJis  a  compifemiseivitfain  the  words  of  the  section 
in  question*    .-j-     >  •!  !..•.''!.  ■•        .     i  •  .' 

1  The- authority  ^  the  ease  of  £b  pOiieTottie  (1)  hss- been  much, 
ptesiediupon  the  aonisideration  of  their  Lard^ipe^  -  but  the.  real 
gvotmd  '<f!  lihe  decision  in  that  oese  is  ezpledned  in;  the  nicprginal  • 
note  of  the  casej  w^AkAl  states  that  ^^  A  Company,  yraa  being:  woaad 
u|)  oompulsorily^  after  ^au' abortive  attempt  had  been  m^ade  to  mud- 
it  up  vcAixfiltarily,  4uid  the  Official  Liquidators  agreed  with  .thirty^ 
fiM  8bar^olders'to  eompromjse'thieir  liabilities  for  affixed  sum/ 
those  Shareholders  insitftiiig  ad  a  oonditlen  that  t&e  data*  nffHk\ 
wMbhj  tbie  comprdniiii^  ^as'  foUlided  *  should  not*  be  divulged^    The 
coiAptomitowas  swoftf 'to  be^ folded  upon  detaihr  o£  prepettjriapdl 
c£rdiituidtahees>  wludi  'if  made  known  'woitld  opelra|b6  detarime(iitaUy ' 
te^tbe^&kty^flv^^iAftiehoMdts  ahd  to  the  int^rest^o£  the  Ooni{(ainyy  t 
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J.  0.       1%6  Official  Liquidators  appli^  to  the  Oomt  to  sanction  Ihe^con* 

1869       promise  under  that  condition^  in  xmrsnance  of  the  10^  Seeiian'of 

Ths        21  &  22  Yict  c.  60,  some  of  the  Creditors  opposed  on  the^  ground  of 

j^^g^l^    the  (Zato  not  being  stated,  and  the  application  was  ref^Dned^tntheosts  f 

CBa^      and  on  appeal  the  decision  was  aiBmtted; '  But'  in  that  caise^'  tii«m 

V.         was  no  question  as  to  the  liability  Of  tfae^  fhirty^fiveShalrehdlaere^ 

EA8TXKK    ^'^^  question  was  as  to  the  amount  which  was  Ukely  to  )S&  recovered 

-^UwoliioH  ^^  ***^^^  thirty-fire  ShAreholdters,  ind  that>  of  isootse,  wad  the 

—        question  which  the  Court  had  to  decide  when  it  came  to  consid^ 

whether  such  a  compromise  was  advisable  or  not ;  and  the  'gi^MUidB 

upon  which  that  question  was  to  be  distermined  were, 'fronti' the 

T^ry  terms  of  the  compromise  itself,  to  be  kept  secretr    Th6  mere 

statement  of  these  foots  is  sufficient  to  diMinguish-that  cAse^firom 

the  present,  in  which  there  are  two  very  different  questions ;  fiisl^ 

whether  these  persons  who  are^  alleged  to  be  ContributorieB  bre  Oon- 

tributories  at  allP  and  secondly,  whether,  assuming'  them  to  be 

fixed  upon  the  list  of  Contributories,  they  would  be  able  to  pay 

any,  and  if  any  what,  proportion  of  the  amount  of  the  calls  whieh 

might  be  made  upon  them  ? 

i^Tow,  the  first  of  these  questions,  viz.,  "whether  they  are  Contribu- 
tories at  all,  depends  very  much  upon  the  time  which  is  to 'be  fixed: 
for  the  commencement  of  this  wiAding-up.  That  is  a  most  material 
point,  upon  which  the  ultimate  determination  of  the  questi(N\  air  to 
who  are  the  persons  liable  to  be  fixed  upon  the  Ust  as  Contribu- 
tories, would  depend.  All  the  facts  relating  to  that  point  ate  ap- 
parent upon  the  affidavits  and  upon  the  Orders  of  the  Court  Mself ; 
for  in  truth  it  mainly  depends  upon  the  effect  which  is  tO'  be  givtm 
to  the  very  singular  orders  which  appear  to  have  been'  msMle  ^ 
the  winding  up  of  this  Company ;  there  hating  been  a  windilng-tf^ 
order  in  the  first  instance,  then  a  proceeding  in  the  nature  of  a 
voluntary  winding  up,  then  a  discharge  of  the  former  'Orders,  and 
then  ultimately  the  Order  of  the  26th  of  July,  1866,  wUdi  is  the 
foundation  of  the  present  proceedings.  Now,  all  these  maMeis 
were  perfectly  patent  to  the  Court,  and  to  all  the  Shatefaold^nsr; 
and  they  gave  rise  to  the  doubt  which  existed  as  to  tik^  dnieat 
which  the  winding  up  of  this  Company  ou^t  to  b&  consMtered'atf 
commencing.  ..  r.^  i. 

So  also  with  respect'  to  the  competency  of  the  Shareholders. 
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The  Ja%e6  had  before  them^  ob  the  evidence  in  this  case,  and       J<  Q. 
fkom  their  knowledge  of  the  then  (stij^e  of  circumstances  existing  at       1869 
Bcpibay,  reason  to  donbt  whether  the  persons  who  were  on  the  list       thb 
of  ContriiyatorieSj  as  alleged  Opntribntories,  would  be  able  to  pay  i^^^^ 
any  joonsiderable  snm^  supposing  they  were  ultimately  fixed  upon      CHn^A, 
the  list.'  In: the  present  caae,  thereforOi  there  was  no  agreement         «* 
fbr  secrecy,  i&ere  iras  no  object  in  secrecy,  there  was  no  attempt    eastsb^ 
at  secrecy;  everything  was  brought  fairly  before  the  attention  of  ^^^^ 
^ojd  Court ;  and  consequently^  in  the  opinion  of  their  Iiord6hips>  the       — 
case  of  Ex  forU  Tottie{\)  cannot  be  considered  an  authority  incon* 
sistent  with  the  decision  at  which  the  Indian  CSourt  has  arrived* 

That  brings  us^  then»  to  the  consideration  of  the  second  question, 
viz.  whether,  assuming  that  the  Court  had  power  to  sanction  such  a 
compromise,  that  power  was  properly  exercised  in  the  present  case. 

Kow,  the  power  is,  as  has  been  already  said,  one  of  so  wide  and 
es^tensire  a  chatacter  that  it  is  doubtless  one  which  ought  to  be 
exercised  tnth '  very  great  caution ;  but,  on  the  other  hand,  in 
accordance  with  the  principle  upon  which  this  Board  has  always 
acted,  their  Lordships  would  be  extremely  rduotant  to  interfere 
with  the  discretion  of  the  Courts  in  Indda  when  two  Courts  there 
had  arrived  at  the  same  conclusion  in  such  a  case  as  this,  uiJess  it 
(k)tild  be  shewn  that  these  Courts  had  acted  upon  an  erroneous 
principle.  A  question  respecting  such  a  compromise  as  that  which 
is  1&0W  under  consideration  is  one  falling  in  a  peculiar  manner 
within  the  dis^ietion  of  the  Judges  before  whom  it  is  brought,  and 
in  this  case  that  discretion  appears  to  have  been  exercised  with 
very  great  caution.  The  &ot  of  the  opposition  of  the  present 
Appdilants  to  the  proposed  compromise  was  stated  to  the  Court  in 
the  affidavit  which  'was  filed  on  the  part  of  the  0£Scial  Liquidatois. 
All  the  Creditors  had  due  notice  of  the  intention  to  bring  this 
question  before  the  Court,  and  the  Appellants  themselves  were 
heard  by  Counsel  in  opposition  to  the  Order  which  was  proposed 
to  be  made  for  sanctioning  the  compromise.  It  appears  upon  the 
evidence  that  all  the  Creditors  in  Bombay,  that  ia,  all  the  Creditors 
who  had  tibie  best  means  of  fbnning  a  judgment  upon  the  quea* 
tiou,-*-p«t  all  events^  upon  the  seeond  of  the  t^o  questions,  vi&  the 
competency  of  the  Shareholders,  assuming  them  to  be  fixed  upon  the 

<1)  29 14  J^<ChOO^-&)  702» 
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AssoaATioir. 


J.  0.  list> — all  of  tbese  Creditors  asaemted  to  the  terms  of  the  compromise. 

1869  From  the  first  there  were  only  three  Opponents,  and  of  these,  the 

T^9  present  Appellants,  who  s^a^  tb^ia^^el^es  a  Con^p^y  i^^der  li^aidaj> 

HwwffTAN  ^^^^^  alone  appear  here  before  their  Lordships ;  and  it  is  stated  in 

C»«iA,  the  afiSdavit,  ,and  not  deni€td,  ^th$i(i.  th^  persons  concerned  in  ihf 

12^  management  of  the  affairs  o^  this  Appellant  Company,  now  under 

The 

East£bk  liquidation,  had  sent  out  orders  to  Bombay  not  to  accede  to  any 
compromise  whatever.  In  additiou  to  this,  Mr.  EamUiot^  one  of 
the  Officii^l  X4<Iwlators,  states  in  his  Affi4a^i|^  that  ^,  after  the 
retirement  of  another  Liquidator,  considered  himself  as  bound  to 
act,  and  that,  in  point  of  fact,  he  did  act,  as  protector  of  the 
interests  of  the  Creditors.  He  says  that  he  has  given  carefol  con- 
sideration to  all  the  circumstances  of  the  case  so  far  as  they  bear 
upon  the  question  of  the  advisability  of  this  compromise,  and  that 
la.  his  judgment  there  is  up  doubt  that  it  is  op^  which  is  very 
advisable,  haviqg  regard  to  the  interests  of  the  Cre(}itoi&  He 
says  that  all  the  Books  of  account  had  been  from  the  first  open  to 
the  inspection  of  the  Creditors^  and  that  some  of  th^  principal 
.Cr^itors  have,  in  £aot,  for  a  considerable  time  letsined  posse^on 
of  some  of  the  Books  and  accounts,  or  copies  of  thenou  No 
question  has  been  raised  as  to  the  lona  fides  of  all  ot  any  part  of 
jthe  proceedings. which  are  now  before  us;  all  the  material  cii^um- 
stanoes  of  the  case  were  brought  at  the  time  to  the  attentiQAof  the 
Court,  and  were  matters  in  respect  of  which  the  High  Court  of 
flpnrlbatf  was  much  more,  competent  to ,  arrive  at  a  satisfja^ctory 
fjoAolufiion  than  thia  Boaid  can  possibly  beu  . 
\  As,  therefore,  their  Lordships  have,  in  the  first  place,  no  doubt 
^s  to  jibe  jurisdiction  of  the  High  Court  to  make  ijiie  Order  in 
4m^tion,  .and,  in  the  second,  as  they  see  no  ground  fpr  joqiotirpUing 
tthe  diserotum  which  that  Co«rt  has  exercised:  i&  aocordajooetwith 
the  wishes  of  the  gre6,t  bulk  of  the  Creditors,  their  Lorddhips-  will 
feel  it  their  duty. humbly  to  advise  Her  M^esty  that  the  Or^er  of 
,^1^  Hig^  tCQiArtc  Qi  Jttdicatore^  «t.  Samboff  oj^ht  .to  .b^.  ^ffioKied^  and 
this!  appeal  dismissed  with  costs  (1).  j    <x     .: 


Solicitors  for  the  Appellants:  Ashursi,  MorriB^  ^  ih)     -^y   i 
f  -^Solicitors  fdrifh^Rfesponaeiitd!  Babe,  i?ih^M*W»,'t&  Gb" -'^^ 
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MESSES.  SUAKT  AND  SUrPSOiJ   . 
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THE  "KARNAKJ 


»9 


'       ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  HIGH  dOURT  OF  ADMIRALTY. 

«  * 

Bottomry  Bond — Authority  of  Master  to  retort  to — Necessity — Communication 

with  Owner — Liability  (f  Vessel  in  Foreign  port  to  arrest — Freight  part 

'  pttid  in  advance^  '  ' 


The  extent  of  the  authority  conferred  on  the  Master  of  a  Vessel  to  hind 
the  Owners  either  of  the  Ship  or  cargo,  is  derived  from,  and  governed  by, 
the  law  of  the  Flag ;  and  the  existence  of  the  necessity  which  the  Maritime 
Laavr  veqaiies  to  validate  the  hypothecation  of  die  Ship  and  cajgo  by  bot* 
tomry,  is  to  be  ascertained  by  evidence  in  the  usual  znanner.  The  meaninjj^ 
of  the  term  "  necessity,*'  in  respect  of  hypothecation  by  the  Master,  being 
analogous  to  its  meaning  in  other  parts  of  the  law. 

Thei  Master  of  a  Vessel,  chartered  from  Oalveston^  UJS,,  to  Liwrpoof, 
received  before  saJUing  from  the  Charterer  variouB  sums  in  part  payment  of 
the  freight^  and  aflcr  taking  on  board  a  cargo,  sailed  for  the  port  of  destina- 
tion. The  Vessel,  having  in  the  prosecution  of  her  voyage  met'  with  baa 
weather,  and' suffered  damage,  put  into  Bermuda,  where  the  Master  Inoufred 
heavy  ezpeoses  for  repaint  and  supplies.  The  repairs  wece  exflouted,  and  ihe 
supplies  fumishedy  without  any  promise  of  a  Bottomry  Bond ;  but  the  la^y 
of  Bermuda  giving  a  right  of  arrest  of  the  Ship  to  the  Creditors  for  the 
repairs  and  supplies,' the  Master,  to  complete  the  voyage,  having  written  to  tli^ 
Agent  of  the  Owners,  of  the  Ship,  and  of  thecargo»  andnot  reeoiting  any  answ^ 
within  the  time  an  answer  might  have  bectn  returned,  raised  the  funds  neoessary 
for  the  payment  for  such  supplies  on  bottomry  of  the  Ship,  cargo,  and  freight 
'  On  a  suit  brought  by  the  Assignees  of  the  Bond,  the  owners  ot  the  Ship  not 
apposing,  the  Court  below  pronounced  for  the  validity  of  th^  B6nd,  «o  far'ia 
it  regarded  the  Ship^oargo,  and  freight,  aad  the  8faip' was  thereupoa  adkl,  but 
produced  a  sum  far  less  than  sufficient  to  cover  the  sum  due  on  tl^e  Botid. 
The  Consignees  of  the  cargo,  who  were  also  entitled  to  the  freight,  claimed  tp 
retain  in  their  hands  the  amount  of  flight,  with  interest  and  insurance, 
advaaced'by  them  in  part  paymeni  before  the  commeBoement  of  the  vtyage, 
and  paid  the  freight,  short  of  that  amount^  into  jCourtw  The  Co«i:t  boJL^F 
disallowed  this  abatement,  and  ordered  the  whole  freight  to  be  paid  into 
Court.    Qn>appe(d.:»-w \ '     '-'^    \'    .     '-  .  :.i:"...i  '     •..'       ;   -k  ii-   !  •< 

^e2(l,byjthe  JvUdicialCommitt^,  (1)  th^^J^.th^q  picoiimataxvP?3ir0i^  If^ster 


•  I 


Snt  Jaxo  William  Cqlyiu^  asd  Bui>imwBm  liiABi^iBiau  .>  j.  /      J    ..  ^ 
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J.  c.  'wu  warra&ted  in  resorting  to  a  Bottomi^  Bond,  snd  iSutt  tiie  ne^eBrityof 

-g^  the  oaae  waminted  tka  hypotbecatibn  of  the  cm^m  mB  as  the  flfaipaad 

^^y^  freight,  but,  <2)  as  Hie  latter  was^  bj  the  a^eene^t  between  the  Gjbarteser 

Dboeqe  and  the  Master,  in  part  paid  in  adFance,  the  retention  of  the  amount  of  sach 

R  \t  prepayment  by  the  Consignees  of  the  cargo,  upheld,  as  the  Master  by  hypo- 

*  theoating  the  chartered  fila&ght  could  gite  no  right  to  more  &e%ht  tiian  ^e 

Tbe  Owner  had  a  ri^t  to  donabd  from  the  Clharterer. 

KAaKAk." 

IHIS  was  an  appeal  from  a  judgment  of  tlie  Higli  Court  of 

Admiralty,  pronounced  in  a  cause  of  bottomry  instituted  by  the 

Bespondents,  tbe  holders  of  a  Bottomry  Bond,  against  the  ^dmaJ:, 

her  freight  and  cai^.    The  Appellants  were  the  Owners  of  the 

cargo. 

The  Kamdk^  a  Vessel  of  267  tons  register,  George  S.  Locke, 
Haster,  was,  in  the  year  1866,  at  Gcdvedon^jxi  the  United  States  of 
America,  where,  on  the  2l8t  of  Noyembor,  1866,  she  was  chartered 
to  Hessrs.  Droege  &  Co.,  of  Qdtveston,  there  to  load  a  complete 
under-deck  cargo  of  compressed  cotton,  and  carry  tlie  same  to 
Liverpocll  for  freight,  according  to  the  original  terms  of  the  charter- 
party ;  the  freight  was  payable  after  unloading  and  right  delivery 
of  cargo  at  Liverpool,  with  a  commission  of  5  per  cent,  on  the 
freight,  the  Vessel  being  cpnsigned  to  the  order  of  the  Appellants, 
Messrs.  Droege  dt  Co.,  of  Manchester, 

After  the  making  of  the  charterparty,  and  whilst  the  Vessel 
was  lying  at  Gdlvedon,  and  before  she  departed  on  her  Voyage, 
the  Appellants,  from  time  to  time,  adyanced  to  the  Master,  on 
account  of  the  necessary  disbursements,  certain  moneys,  amount- 
ing in  the  whole  to  £632.  14s.  2d. ;  and  it  was  agreed  between  the 
Charterer  and  the  Master  that  such  adyances  should  be  niade  and 
taken,  ^o  tanio,  in  part  payment  of  freight,  and  a  receipt  to  that 
effect  for  £596.  12s.  6d.,  part  of  such  advances,  was  indorsed  by 
the  Master  on  the  charterparty  as  a  payment  out  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  freight,  with  10  per  cent.,  and  charges  for  insurance  of  the 
above  sum. 

In  pursuance  of  the  charterparty,  tbe  Kdmdk  took  on  board 
720  bales  of  cotton  (the  cargo  proceeded  against),  for  which  the 
Master  signed  Bills  of  lading ;  and  on  the  24th  of  Becember,  1866, 
the  Vessel  sailed  for  lAverpool. 

On  the  17th  of  January,  1867,  the  Kamak,  having  in  the  prose- 
cution of  her  voyage  met  with  bad  weather  and  suffered  oonside- 


F?^.^•] 


O^a^  Zl^  TBSr?B^7  (X)XP7piL, 


W. 


X9i>le  damQfie^^pjQt  vfAo  ibe  ptjurt.  of  t^*  Qeorffe,  ia  itbe.  Jalands  of 
iBi9^l»tMZay<m  distieaB^  and  the  Maaler  proceeded,,  shortly i  after  his 
Iti^iValy  to'hare  the  Yeftsel  thorooghlj  repaired ;  for  whieh  purpose  a 
large  portion,  of  her  cargo  was  discharged  and  warehoused.  In  order 
tQ  obtaii^ia  gam  of  £2|6d0. 6a  !(!•  for  the  payment  of  the  repairs  so 
execnted,  as  well  as  of  other  charges  and  expenses  incurred  by  him 
at  the  port  of  8t.  George,  the  Master^  after  haying  written  to  His 
Agent  of  the  Owners  of  the  Ship,  and  also  to  the  Agent,  as  he  sup- 
posed, of  the  Owners  of  the  cargo,  informing  them  of  the  di9tres8  he 
wa?  in,  and  ncf,  receiving  any  answer  within  the  time  an  answer 
might  haye  been  returned ;  adyertised  for  tenders  for  the  adyance, 
and  execnted  a  Bottomry  Bond  io.ojxeMueh,  od^  that. port,  by  wh|ich 
he  hypothecate  the  Vessel,  her  cargo  and  freight^  to  secure  the 
repayment  of  £S^28. 7$.  Sd.,  being  the  aboye  sum  of  £2,690. 60.  Id, 
with  maritime  interest.  The  Kamak  subsequently  proceeded,  on 
and  completed  her  yoyage  to  Liverpool,  The  Bottomry  Bond,  of 
which  the  Bespondents  became  the  legal  holders,  was  neyer  paid. 
The  Bespondents  consequently  instituted  the  present  suit  against 
the  Kamdk,  her  cargo  and  freight ;  and  the  Owners  of  the  Vessel 
haying  allowed  Judgment  to  go  by  default,  the  Vessel  was  sold 
by  Order  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty.  The  proceeds  of  such  sale 
were  paid  into  Court,  and  the  Court  pronounced  for  the.  force  and 
yalidity  of  the  Bottomry  Bond,  so  far  as  regarded  the  Vessel  and 
her  freighl^  The  nett  proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  Kar^ak,  ayail- 
able  for  payment  of  the  Bond,  amounted  to  £512.  lis.  9(2.  The 
whole  of  the  freight  originally  payable. under  the  charterparty  in 
respect  of  the  cargo  proceeded  against  amounted  to  £1,324.  IGs, 
The  Appellants,  the  Owners  of  the  cargo,  howeyer,  did  not  pay 
the  whole  of  that  sum  into  Court,  but  only  the  sum  of  £628. 158. 3d., 
contending  that  they  had  satisfied  the  residue  by  adyances  on  acr 
connt  of  freight  made  by  the  Charterer  at  Oalveston,  together  with 
costs  of  insurance,  interest,  and  commission. 

At  the  hearing  in  the  Court  below,  the  Appellants  contended — 
first,  that  the  Bottomry  Bond  was  inyalid  as  against  the  caxgo ; 
secondly,  that  tliey  were  entitled  to  deduct  the  part  payment  of 
freight.  The  Judge  of  the  Court  below  (The  Right  Hon.  Sir  Robert 
PhiUimore),  delivered  judgment  (1),  and  thereby  pronounced  for 

(1)  Law  Eep.  3  A.  &  E.  298,  313. 
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and  fi:eigi|Lt,  and'foitiiCTdiiecJtled'the'AippellHistsrto  pogriiit^KOiiA' 
di^  sddl^  of  £727J19«.'Bc7:  vhieb  "Oiey  fiad  i$e(ahiedoiifc^.of  Ae  fildglft 
AS abovse-^entioiiecl.    •  •  *•    m  ■    •      i       •  :«'•'?  .>  ^     <     *»v^.  t.-^o 
Axmi  tifilB  juttgnbist  ihe  Appellants "boought  tbis^  appeals ^  t*.  '/tit 

•    '         J        •  ..  •  ,      ■       ,  "     •        4 1     ,•..,<<   I     ,.  1       ..    \-»,»*^.-..\ 

Six  Qeprge  Epnufv^tiy  Q.G.,find}lr.Qohf^,ioi^thpA]^^^      f^;;^ 

The  Bt>Bd  in  tibia  baae  'vasiio^  wlid«gajiiBt^>caj)ga  j  iLBfi^ 
tomr;  (Bond  vvagr  be  g<^  vi  paii,  .Ihwgbrtoid  fof .  1^  j|<a9idiH: 
Z%«  Pnh<»  Ge^ffail).  It  it  ddau  Crwa iib^:  QiFid0iiaewiii)^J«i4iA- 
fitted  in  tib^  judgment  qf  the  learped  JMge  i>eloifi.-tbaA}](l^ 
moBiey  f(^r  whicb*  tbe  Ship^  oargOj  and  fir^bt  ^fi'e  hyp^tffeaeato^ 
wna  iiot  borjroi^ed.'antal'aU  tbe  necee^^triesj  obargeB^iiwd  ex^f^oiaf, 
lie^  been  Boppliied  adid  ineiurred-  Jn  such  ci^rcfunsti^usies,  t)i%  i^^wier 
bad  no  auibority  to  borrow  money  on  tb^  <3iedit  of  fii€irf)«Bb^ci|f 
lt}ie  Ship  OE  'eargo :  B^don,  \r.  Caanfbefl^)*  The  d^eisiatt  in 
^  H^  <3>f tbat  a' Bottomry BoAdibii  tbe  pnq^ns^.cf  ,9]^«W- 
idg  aaoney  fi>r  the  payment  of  d^bts/  fopr  ^^ewoari^  ps^jfiyEM]^,^ 
iGtturred  <^q  personal  credit  maybe  I^^Uy^lven  to  ape^r^onnrba {#§ 
not  Buppl^ed  ludi  jneoeeBariee,  thwgbr  fdied  en  by  ^tb^  li9#^>^4 
Judge:  of  tbe  .Adaundty,  c^oot  be  galled  in.aidiv  tbig  iNiea;^^ 
^onld  inyoive  the  eopfieqaeoacoi  that  not  ^nly  Jhis  tbe  iM«AtecitJiB^ 
to  by[K)tbecato  the  Ship  for  gncb-  debta»  but,  ^.  oancem^  tb$^fu^ 
also,  wbiebis  t)€fyond  tbed^cttion^*  none  of  tbe  cases  oit^  lAftb^t 
oasej  loidTe^rred  to  ^by  the'donrtb^W)  learrant  mus^k^  >9k:fiiwfch^ 
sioiv  neither  The  Norths  JSItar  (4\  n^v234  'SerBej/ (Sj,  ^  ^HHK^f 
it  ^  the.  ext^t  -cpnteaded  fov. ,  But,  jgodapendent  -  ^  the  >  olyfi^ 
tjo|i  to  inrduding  the  cargo- in  tbe  Sond^  .the  Bond'  itself  49  iiftv^ 
i<)rthe  wtot  of  that jnrg^Dt  end  Inwttediate  Meewty  Keqwv^ 
tQ  justify  tbe  bosrowing  meney  on  bottoouyr  2%e  iVf^q^.(#)j 
fhB  Boddkkjfton^  (7)«  It  appeal^  from  the.  ^videooe^  tbat>Jlj|^ 
Master  mi^bt  reasonably  bavn  waited , £or . aa  answer  4rQ^ttb4 
Ovmers  and  tbe  Consignees  o£  the  cargo  ito  the  oommiuucatj^ 
made  by  Iiim  that  he  was  in  want  of  funds,  and  would  be  obUged 

(1)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  21,  (4)  JLusli.  'so! 

(2)  6  Ex.  886.    *  (5)  3'Moore'«  P.  a  Cases,  79 ;  8.  C. 

(3)  2  Wnu  Bob.  412 ;  aC.  4  Notes  3  Hagg.  Adm.  404.  . 
of  Oases,  361.  (6)  1  Hagg.  Adm.  169. 

(7)  2  Ha^,  Adm.  425. 
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tluoL  mA  mo»d]f^^  vudlt  irqiiimitttibation  Iras  ^fisentiaLtQrjktatify -tiie 
Sand :  7Ai^  J(Mn;ipa0f8<l)  ;« 2W  t7af*^'  «b  3^'  SHoibUr^ff  (2)  ^  3!be 
Orienial  (3) ;  and  from  the  admissions  in  the  toideHoe  dt  i»  dleai;^ 
that  an  Mwirer-  td  aiiy  oolhBiimifaatioli  iniacfe  hf  the  lliiister  ftfom 
Bermuda  to  the  Owners  in  England  might  haye  been  obtained  in  ** 
two  inbnths :'  '271^  liW-oi^a  (4j.  ^Nb  damage  W6\ild  Havd  been  6cca- 
dionea  to  ^'&k»'(^^6''hy  mih^  ^  fewsemftUe'  detft^':  •  WU^Mzm^  '{5). 
Th^  repa^  all€lg^*'1k)ih«fv«-be6ib'iieoes^aapy  *wei^  pMfti&tut^lytfcimf- 
-ttenoeiij  (aiid  'inti&h'm<o!i<e*«rtbAmv0  Aaik^  were  VeqtriditJb ;  Ihd}^  we^ 
iitftlter  so^tjg«kt'^^iBc^8safy  its  iti  warraiit  th^  byp^thi^aUobt^^ 
khb  Yealsel,  thii^b  le^  Ih&t  bf  the-  n^rgo,  \^ch  the  Bond  did  not 
•benefit.  Bocha  Bond  is  not  good  for  repairs  done  pri<Jr  to  Ite 
executiott,  elcf^pt  on  h  specSfiii'agi^men* : '  J?kd  La/wrd(9)i  TKe 

^B:6ntyi^)\'^Tk^  TMlJihti^S  ^  "-    '■•    '     •• 

'  •  Secondljr,  tts^regArOs^lthe'dteclucticHais  taade  for  the  adnifece  cT 
•«*fght,  tad'whifehihavA  beeiJ  disilloNT^dby-the  Go^rebblowi'  l*e 
tetal  amouMdf'&feigftt'Viks  i&I;6S6.'148: «!.;  a6  OonKgrifee*  ef  the 
tiilt'go' wetiliiitfi6dHa^^(il!*««8i3. 14^:  2cl. in' resfpeef dT aflvaai^ft df 
Ifmfght  madd.  by^the  ^Cftarteito  '<o  thfe  Masti^r  if 'th^  Ifarttoir'at 
WoZwstow;  dB8ii'^/9i;  fii-fntete^'andinsuranee  rfn  aueh-adtifthce, 
fend  i888;*8^.''4A'ln  T^e6t  bf  codfinfesion  ott'the*  dhtttteiifjaHiy'  of 
th*  Tfeaidbl,  ihaking'in  fliii  lAAle  the  'sum  of  ^6727;  19k.  8rf;  It*  Vai 
tnTgnett  b/*he  R^spondeilt*  ih  tbe'Cottrt  bil^w/that^as'thel'e  Was 
nb  ptovisibn'in'the  <Aarterpttrty  wftich'atrfhoWzed'll^  OtfttBteT'td 
i^Mt^  pkyidfeii'e  bf  his^  frl^t^iif  i^vance,  tio  axivaiieii  Mldd'be 
mdxfe'  on  freS^hffc;  but  dcflyas  ti  plersoh^l  loari,  aiid  they  Irelied^bn  thfe 
Judgmetrt^^Di-.'JCAsWIil^ti  ik  ^Jtltd  Stofo^  (d),  ^id  •  Jlfim)fe»^  tl 
mxiOmtd  ({0)i  'toa  ebhtewAdd,  thttt  as  f^ghC*  l^o  'in  'iidyto«^'  i;^ 
not  all' Wnrftble  mfl^^i;  iA  cMld 'nbt  be  Scfdnct^J  B^t  th^  whol^ 
qiifesflon  leiliytiirtJd  ii|)on^ilfe  conttaet  betweew  ^wpartii^/knd  ft 
k  blear ''from-tH*!  rJfceJpts'fiKiotti^  on  the  ehaartdrparty that' the 
ebiittad  b^W^iiifae  ttd^i*  luidthb-AppbAatfte  '^wBti for  fhym^Wdt 


»      >  •  l|   k»< 
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(1)  8  Moore's  P.  C.  Caaes^  459, 
^  .^(Sy.2Moo^X^r.C*CaseaOSr.S,}289. 

(3)  7  Mogre^s  P^  C.  Cases,  3&8. 

(4)  1  ^eatoii,  Ainer."  itep.  104. 

(5)  Law  Bep;  2  A.  &  lE.^254.  * 
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(6)  B.  Se  Lush.  19L 

(7)  3  Moore's  P.  Q.  Casea^  79. 
(8)l^W.Rpl?29.:: 

'  (9)  Lu8h.58i: ■     '    •- 

,^10)  4  B.  &  Aa  682. 
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thefreigfatai  JUverpoo^  the  port  of  deUT^y^jaad  ir^a  noty  Iberefaro^ 
a  personal  loan:  Biehr. 8hid^ (1)  js  aif  aiitbori(y  foe ah^wiqg.tb^ 
tke  qoestioQ,  whether  the  advanee  b§  a.meie  )pea  ot  «in  ad^aiu;«s|.g( 
ficeight  most  principally  depend  npoa  what  a]gpear9  upon  the  Sffi^ 
of  the  instniment;  as  bei^  on  the  charteiparty  a^d  ij^in^fm^^ 
ment.  It  is  olear,  that  the  agreement  between  the  Master  aad  tho^ 
Charterers  weie^  i^  tiiie.  money  adyanced  shonld.  be  tahen  in  paxp- 
payment  p[  freight,  and  that  it  was  so  taken*  Fxei^t  ps^d  ia 
adranoe  cwnot  he  recovered  back,  though  the  Ship  ]^  afterwacds 
lost  on  the  voyage :  Maebchlan  oa  tferehant  Shippingi  {>«  442»w]3ip 
(Aim  Sicks  Y.  ShidcL 


..i. 


'  Sir  John  B.  Karddke,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  ClarJcson,  for  the  Eespon- 


dents : — 


t « 


The  Bond  in  this  case  was  rightly  deterxnined  by  the  I^||;cned; 
Judge  of  the  Admiralty  to  be  a  valid  instmmeut.    I^  is  no^/ dis- 
puted but  that  tixeJ^amaik  required  extensive  rep^i]:8;^jand  ih^ 
Master,  being  mthout  ftmds  or  credit,  had  no  mea^ns  ^of  .^jbt^,. 
ing  money  to  enable  him  to  prosecute  his  voyage  without  resorting 
to  a  loan  on  bottomry  of  the  Ship,  her  cargo,  and  freight.  'The 
repairs  were  urg)ent,  the  Ship  at  Bermuda,  the  Owners  of  tihe  Y^;^ 
in  New  Tor^  and  the  Agent  of  the  Owners  of  the  09xgo  hi  JEr^g^qin^ 
That  i^  sufficient  answer  to  all  the  objections  mad^  to  ^eiW^nt 
of  authority  of  the  Master  to  hypothecate^  jthe.  Ship  an4ipargcf. 
Wq  do  not  dispute  the  e^ential  requisite  to  the  Bond,  AHooely^;  its. 
necessity,  or  any  of  the  case;s  cited  in  support  of  suqh  a  pncypc^iMffll,. 
by  the  Appellants.    But  it  is  said^  that  the  Bo^d  is  bia4i  I;>9<3mw. . 
taken  for  charges  and  expenses  incurred  previous  to  its  dl^tef.iii  i 
o^her  words,  for  the  purpose  of  paying  person^  othaip  tb^.t))i» 
Bpndholders  the  amount  of  adyapces  made  by  them  |tt  .^  poaiiof 
distress,  notwithstandii^  that  .such  paymei^ts  ^^  for..the  neca^i 
sities  of  the  Ship,  a»d  to. enable  ^er  to  prosecute  her  jfog^e*  .JTh^.j 
repairs  were  as  necQflsary  for  the  cargo  as  for  th^e  Yessel:  .3!^. 
H/^  (2).    The  parties  who  made  the  repairs  might  Jiave  ain^sfuqd 
the  Ship,  as  by  the  Law  of  Bermuda  those  who  snpp^y  th^  n^Qes-. 
saries  to  a  Ship  have  a  lien  on  the  Ship,  and  can,  therefore^  lyrest 
her.    That  state  of  the  law  is  in  evidence,  and  at  once  dispo(teB  of 

(1)  7  E.  &  B.  683.  (2)  2  W.  Rob.  418 ;  8.^.  4  IJTotes  of  (Siefe,  8«k. 
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the '  oBjecti(Mi! '  to  ihte  Bond  being'  fot  expfenBes  ikcuired  preyions  1»       Jl  0. 
the  d«ite  of  itd  ^eciitdon :  The  Vibilia  (1) ;  Th6  Alexander  <2) ;  1%^       IS6^ 
PW^we  Oeorge  (8>;  I%e  Omanfl;  (4) ;  ii&€hrcdaudtna{5).    Witii*     i^ie 
resifect'  td  the  sum  of  £727;  lOk  8A  dedtfcfed  f6r  the  =ad>mnc6  o* 
fi^^H  &d  Mast^'hftd  no'  authoi^-  to  iie<5eive'  any  part  of  thb 
fr^iijght  in  advance.    The  diartet^toty  co'ntains  no*  provision  undet  <<  ExsacAt:* 
the  anthoritjr  of  which  the  AppeHattts  can  juslfcify  their  daim  to'      "' 
sMveh  deddctions :  Mk6id<Mtn  (mMeriiimtSMpp^  ^Tfaet 

advances  'made  by  llfeBsrs.  Droege  A  Ob.,  of  &ahisUimi  to  tbe^ 
Ma^'r^  of  "the  JEdprnai  were  ftitended  to  be,  and' w6te,  in*  fact/ 
advances  by  way  of  loan  on  the  secnrity  of  the  freighl^  and  not  a' 
part  pajvment  of  the  freight  ,  The  distinction  between  a  loan  and 
advance  of  freight  is  laid  down  in  !the  ScUaeia  (6).    The  advance 
made  by  Bluck,  for  which  the  Bond  was  given,  was  withont  notice  or 
knowledge  of  the  dealing  which  1iad  taken  place  between  the  Master 
and  Messrs:  Vroege  &  Ob.,  of  Oiilverian.    The  decree  of  the  Conrt 
below  is  in  conjbmiity  with  facts  proved  in  the  case,  ancf  the  law  '• 
applicable  thereto. 

SlE  WlIitlAH  ErUE ,' —  .  >:        1869 

Upon  this  appeal  two  qnestionis  have  been  laisied;  tbe  firdi^'    JuiyW. 
relating  to  Ihe  cargo,  the  second  to  a  part  of  the  freight. 

As  to  the  cargo,  the  question  is,  whether  the  circumstances  in' 
wfaieh  the  8hip  is  shewn  t6  have  been  placed  created  a  necessfty  ' 
fai  hypothecation  ?    In  the  Ooart  below  the  an^er  was  in  the 
affi]*mat£vd;  and,  in  his  jud^ent  there,  the  learned  Judge  care-' 
fdHy  examined  the  evidence  and  all  the  authorities  in  the  Admiralty  ^ 
Courts  relevant  to  the  case,  and  their  Lordships  now  agree  in  th^ 
ooncdusion  which  wais  there  atrived  at  in  respect  of  the  cargo,  add 
cdnstdedt  that  any  detailed  examination  of  the  arguments  adduced  * 
here  on  behalf  of  the  A^p^IIants  is  rendered  nnhecessary  thereby ; 
but  they  add  a  reference  tO'  some  06](nmon  Law  cases  coiitaining 
printiples  confirmatory  of  the  decision  in  the  Court  beloVr. '         '''^'' 

'  In  Lbyd  y.  OuAeH  (7),  ^the  eiteiit  bf  the  authority  conferred  dn ' 
the  Captain  by.  his  appointment  to  bind  the  interest  of  the  Owner 

■   CO  lW.Rdb.l;             '  '       '(S)  aftob:  240;  aad  see  Tudor^s    ' 

M  <2)  ^  Dod.  aa«,  Lt»G.p.7«t                                     '•    '' 

(3)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  GaseSi  21,  XQ  I^h.  582. 

(4)  3  W;  Bob.  198.  (7)  6  B.  &  S.  100. 
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J.C.       either  of  the  Ship  (XT  ofthe  eai^,  e(iid4hfl(pid]iei|»l6iaiiil«]iiab.ifae- 
1869        liibftfi  *of  th&t/aHdiority  ax«  to  be  tasoeitamedy^loe  bid  dowii  t^ 
l>^B     BkuMum^,  J.y  in  the'  Queened  SeDch,  ^ahd  hj  W048,  Jj,  i^^Abt 
Bvlvt.      ^<^heqiier  Ohlamberj*  ^Ftone'the  Captain  d£  a  FrentftU  Sbip*^ 
— -       hypotheoatM  the  Shipr&'^hlt,  'aiid:cai^o,iaQd  thfe,0?aier./oy^:)ftM^ 
^^Kaesak,"  cai^o'saed the Sbipowneor ta incbnmifyiiiinfQr theJaaskoaGaaic^pad 
'*       'thieieby-;  and  it  waa'dedded  that  ^Jke  could i not trecoteiUrheQAUpa 
by  the  Law  of  JPravuM  the  Capti|tiii.:oaDBDt>inake;  tba  Ship^^np^ 
liatde  for  Uka^  ihan  the^Talue^oftherfihip  aii(d:£Beig^1^t  aadt^Aa 
tbe  Owner  had  abandoned  both,  ha  waa  eMmpttSrw^*  filirtbi^ 
liaUIity.  '  It  Miaa  thei^  laid  Idawn^  ibat>itli8  Captaia'a  autbOia^;fe 
derived  Aom,  and  bounded  hyv  the  Mndioipal'tewiil  tWGawaby 
to  whiA  the  Ship  beikHigs^-^diat-  is/  by> tbe;Iaw^  «f  tti6[Flag|(^. Wd 
iPfUes,  J./'jiidliv^ing  the  judgment  •  of  tke^  Ssdiei^aiN^  CSmtib^, 
answers  ai^  argument^  founded  on  ihei9up|)0sitiot).^9f  .ia  -^jmiaTfell 
Maiilime  tew>  donkfiMlialdnguiahedfiinit'theiliEaiik^ 
^ctfaitty;  by  MJUamg'te  ^^cogniae  the.exirtaDce>oC  a  Itatttima  ittw 
inthatsense.  •      '•    :  I  .,.'»l'.- .  ^  >U.i 

In  aecotdance  with  tiie  principle  theioby  laid  down,,  ihedr  Lwd- 
ships  consider^  that  the  existence  of  the  neoeaaity  which. t^datias 
thiej  liyp^hebation  of  eargd  by  ibottomc^  is  to  ioe  ^asfiiMaiacIl'  by 
evidence  in  tlie'ii^nal  mannei:' ;  'and1;hat<ther  Inef  n{ng»  of. jtiw/teilti 
"necesafty,"  in  tespect  of  hypothecatiqn  by  (the  rMastatf^^ia^ama- 
logoUB  to  its  nveatiing'in^  other  ^pazte  of  tii6  kuw;. ,  >Xfaiif  aJaan^iiiig^lAs- 
heeit  the  sttbj^ot?of  itiueh'dia(nissi<mi  in  WmtmnMgr.Mtillli<B&Q<Me^  t. 
'W4n$or  (I) ;  it  has  beendeacribed  asa  higih  degi»eo£  need-M^iM^ 
'  Whibh  aria^  when  ^dce  is  lo  iba  nade  ef  tone  of ^seveial  aIte«tatif»S' 
tinder  the  peril  of  severe  loss  if  a  wioiigtohoiee  should 'be.*ilMle«^r 
:  '  Inthe'ca^ora  voyage  it  is  probaUyiocKvroet  •to  My»  IhM^f^l^ 
attemktive  Cm*  the-  Captain  is  beitteiitfaan  total,  loas  toHhe  Shj|>.i^ 
eargo/and  that  he  is  ander  a  Heaenity  of  lohooain^  aaotih^  iljtet^ 
native;  if  a^y  should  be  poaaible;  ^and  Jin;ce0peet  ofi  'bolt0«ijiy^'aQ|^ 
combinatidn  of  ^v^ta  wiiieb  would*  pi<event  thei  ioja^plotion.  pf  ^  thfi 
Voyage  iftitb^tclfilv  unlesi^  money. dioold  bo  obtained)'!^ ibottoi^fj^ 
would  r&iaethe  question^  whe&ec  there  waa^  need  fforlR)ttoi)|i^jiD. 
bueh  high  degree  aa to  create '  a  neoeastty.  Xheae  neioarkaMe  nia^ 
in  answer  to  some  atgamenta  offered  to  ua  fouiided  upon  oaaeAiPs^ 

(1)  Law  Eep.  1 Q.  B.  394,  '  .   ,ji|; 


I 


*oii  n.]  .  I  i  OAsnm)  if/TBE  JBESvXi  ooiWf OHj,  «513 

|>bi3dd  U>  decide  't}iat  a  iBottoonory JBpnd  would  in  all  cas^  b^  ypid  on       jr.  o. 
^0!mi  of  the  abBdne^'  of  neceadty.  if  ibe .  rep^ars.  yr^f^  cw^j^^^       i£69 
}>^ote  the  Bond  to  laise.atnaney  to  paj  for  then^  waa  giTen  or     bbok^ 
k^ozitmdted^fer,  ot  if  theretwqs  Ao  oonunimicatiQQ  with  thaOwner  of      gtj^. 
Ship  vi  C8rg6  before  4;he  Bolt^mxy JBqikL  was  giren^  .  ^I%ie  ^j^gct  of       — - 
H&ny  such  fact  cannot  be  appfredated  without  t^kiag  ik  in  oombiQa-  "  KiLBvy^'* 
tion  with'  the  ooncomiittat  fttots.  i  If  the  repairs  wejve  ciompl^t^  }mt      "^^^ 
^e  Ship  >  oottld  not  leave  the  popt  natil  they  neiie  paid  fcKr>  tbie 
eompletion  of  r^pairei  would  be  an  immaterial  feet  ia  eetimat^g 
^h^e  ^gree  ^^i  need  for  bottomry*    If '  the  Creditor  ooidd  ^9611  the 
4^Ixip  in  ease- of  ncohpaymeni^  .the  sale  would  be  a  total  loss  pftb^ 
voyage  fixr  the  Shiprfindthe  learned  0(>unsel  for. tb^ ApjpeHw^ 
Tailed  to  iihew  either  any  duty  on  .the  Captain,  in  caee  of  ^adb^  ^al^, 
t4a  land/  warehonge^  and  tranship  the  cargo,  or  any  possibility 
therein  to  realise  any  profit  for  the  freighter*    So  i^  reep^  qt 
<«oiiimunic<ation  with  the  Owner  either  of  Ship  or  osrgOf  th^pee- 
eibility  of  00  doing  must  be  oonstraed  by  estimating  the  cost  and 
risk  incidental  to  the  delay  from  the  attempt  to  mahe  saebttqom- 
immiicatidn,  and  tike  profaabiility  of  failure  after  ei^iy  e^^ertion 
^ould  ha^ebeep  made.. 

',    Tboieff^tof  «ny  single  £EU3fi  up^  tbe  prospect  of  prosecutjjfiig 

the  voyage  with  profit  tanes  in  endless  pernxutation^i^epordiiig  ^s 

some  >other  £act  fooans  a  paort  of  the  comhinati<Mi  of  eyjamta  which 

4he  Captaiih  has  to  consider  in  deciding  whether  th#re  ie  Bk  nearly 

fop  bottomry;  and,  as  we  before  obsesryed,  we  oonot^  ^fith  the 

Jearaed  Judge  in  thoiOouirt  below  in  thinking,,  that  such  necessity 

was'sbeVm  to  exist  in  this  caae^  although  the  repairs  werO:  Ofpn- 

pleted  before  any  proposalior  the  Bond  was  made  bytl^e  Capl^, 

.and  although  the  attempts  ta  copimunieate  with  the  Owner  of  Ship 

^or  cargo  were  not  caivied  fnrtber  than  appeared  by  thie  evidenqe^ . 

Then  i  as  to  the  neoond  ground  of  appeal,  relating  to  t)ie  si^xv3 

.borrowed  by  the  Captam  £r<»m  the  Charterer  at  the  port  of  }9a4- 

ing,  Ti2.,  £692.  li$4  2(i  cash,  advanced,  and,  £6L  6«..  9(2.  intcire^t 

^nd  insurance  thdreon^  the  question  between  thi^  parti^  jlfi, 

whether  the  sums  were  to  be  repaid  in  any  oTonti  or  only  by  d^du^- 

tion  fi^om  the  fretgfat  if  fte^ht  was  earned.    The  Charterer»<m 

^  signing  the  cbarteiparty,  incux»  a  liability  &t  the  chartered  fr^'ght 

^hich  becomes  a  debt  in  ease  of  safe  delivery  of  cargo,  and  the 
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J.C.       Os^Umi  ^  th6  ^ipa^era^  fireqTif^tly  obtains  adyaiic^  ^  i^ 

ig09       on  acH^ovnt  of  tbis  JUi^bUityi  whether  stipulated  for  in  tbe .charter- 

^i^     pcwty  or  not,  as  on  the  personal  peourity  of  his, Owners:  in.  either 

caae  they  are  loans;  in  the  on^icase  they  are  advances  of  fire^gblj 

in  the  other  case  they  are  debts  from  the  borrower.    Th^  disjtinq- 

"  KnoTAK  *  tion  is  at  iimeBr  inatenal,  beoaus^  if  they  are  advanoes  of  freight 

""^       the  lender  has  an  insurable  interest  in  an  advAnce  whioh  is  to,  be 

lost  if  frejghft  is  noli  eamedAbut  he  has  no  such  interest  in  apa  abs^ 

lute  debt.  . 

.   In/ the  present  casQi  advancas^  are  not  stipulated;  for,. in  the 

oharterparty,  but  were  obtained  by  the  application  of  the  Captain 

to  the  .Charterei^  and  both  he  and  the  Charterer  state^  that  Ih^y 

were  advances  of  freight^  and  the  receipts  for  the  advances  w^  ^ 

exj>ressed  as  that^  if  effect  is  giren  to  those  parts  of  them  relating 

to-  insurance^  they  are  decisive  to  ahew  that  the  sums  obtained  wera 

ad^sAces  ^f  freight,  to  be  repaid  by  deductions  from  freight,  if 

earned ;  and  if  not  earned^  then  to  be  lost  by  the  ChartereXj  unless 

h&  should  have  used  the  stipulated  premium  in  insuring..  We  con^ 

sider  Sieks  v.  Shidd  (1)  to  be  an  authority  for  this  construction* 

On  these  grounds,  as  between  the  Chart^er  and  the  Shipowni^, 

their  Lordships  come  to  the  conclusion,  that  the  sums  obtain^, 

viz.,  £632w  143, 2d.  cash  advanced,  and  £61. 63. 9(Z.  for  intereaitiand  ii^- 

suranoe  thereoaa ;  together^  £694^  0$,  lldr,,  were  advances  of  fjKig)^ 

Then  as  between  the  holder  of  the  Bottomry  Bond  and  |tba 

Charterer,  is  the  nature  of  the  transaction  chav^d  ?.  . 

Does  the  Op(ptain>  by  hypothecating  the  chjEffterpd.fre%ht.tp|-the 
Obligee  in  bottomry,  giire  a  right  to  more  freight  Ijhan  be^f-as 
Obligor,  had  a  right  to  demand  from  the  Charterer?  '.    . .  .1 

The  learned  Counsel  £or  ihe  Bespondents  adduced  no .  authori]^ 
in  support  of  the, proposition  that  the  Assignee  took  by  jassignment 
whprt^  the  Assignor  had  no  title  to.  The  case  of  the  l^st  Bottomiy 
Blond  taking  precedence  of  prior  Bottomry  Bonds^  stands  on  the 
)aiown  iacidents  to  a  loan  on  bottomry ;  and  no  such  incjde^t  i^ 
been  shewn  to  be  attached  by  known  course*  of  l(^w  to  advanpea  :qn 
account  of  chartered  freight.  But,  on  the  contrary,  in  Par$ofit 
Maritime  Iiaw,  v^L  i.,  p.  429,  ii  is  stated,  tbitt  <a  g^oiferal^hy^dtihe- 
cation  of  freight  includes  freight  whe<!her  earned  of  not;' ^^ptdvfded 

(1)  T  B.  &  B.  tt5. 
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it  has  not  been  pai3  to  the  Master  or  Owneir/*    He  refers  to  The       ^-  ^ 
Jotin  (1),  where  the  advance  was  stipulated  for  by  the  charterparty,        '*^ 
btrt  we  consider  {hat  the  samd  principle' applies  to  any  bondfide     Daouft: 
arrBtogisment  wfthout  fraud'  for  forehand-payment  or  discharge      suabp. 
"before  the  feottomry  is  required.'  -  -^ 

'  '  The  learned  Oonnsfel  also  usied  as  an  argum^t  the  ^licy  of  the  "  Kamak.^ 
Isl^  in  making  bottomry  a  good  secmity,  but  it  must  Aot  be  made  """ 
^  good  security  by  violating  the  rights  of  others.  It  is  a  good 
security  in  this  case,  as  the  cargo  must  pay  if  the  prepaid  freight  is 
eifempt  Trtie  lender  on  bottomry  had  the  opportunity  for  know- 
ing what '  advances  had  been  made  on  account  of  ^ight,  as  they 
were  indorsed  on  the  charterparty,  which  he  might  have  seen, 
tod  ^here  was  no  gtbund  fdr  imputing  fraud. 

For  these  reasons,  their  Lordships  will  recommend  that  the  judg- 
ment in  the  Court  below  should  be  reversed,  in  so  far  as  it  relates 
to  the  sums  claimed  as  advances  of  freight,  and  for  interest  and 
insurance  thereon. 

There  remains  the  sum  of  £33. 18s.  4Ld.y  claimed  as  commission 
due  by  usage  for  obtaining  the  charter;  and,  according  to  such 
usage,  to  be  paid  by  deduction  from  freight,  if  earned.    But  as  to 

r 

this  sum,  the  statements  in  the  evidence  do  not  convince  their 
Lordsinps  that  the  Appellants  had  the  right  to  deduct  it  from  the 
freight  as  against  the  holder  of  the  Bottomry  Bond ;  and  they  do 
hot  further  e^amltte  into  the  right  to  this  sum  because  as  between 
these  parties  no  interest  depends  upon  tiie  right  thereto. 

Their  L<n*d8hip8  will,  therefore,  recommend  to  Her  Majesty  to 
afSrin  so  much  of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below,  as  affirms  the 
L'ability  of  the  Appellantis  as  owners  of  the  cargo  to  the  hblder  WF 
thb  Bottomry  Bond,  and  denies  the  right  6f  the  Appellants  to  deduct 
Hhfe'suto  of  £33. 18«.  4A  from  the  freight  for  commission ;  and  to 
inverse  io  much  of  the  judgment  as  relates  to  the  refusal  to  allow, 
'  b!s  dedudfons  ftbm  the  freight  to  be  paid  tb  the  Res|)0iident8,  the 
abov^-mentioned  sums  which  their  Lordships  consider  to  have  been 

iwivaiices  of  freight   There  will  be  no  costs  of  appeal  on  dther  sidi^. 

,.  1  .  •  '  '        •  .  ■  •  ■  .1, 

JBo^t^mioribeAppidUants:  JFiekk  Moeeoe,  Fidd^  A  Franm. 
JBoUqitoralor the  {lespwdeote :  Wfdtow .<6  BtAi, 

(i)  8  W.  Bob.  170. 


^15^;  I  JOgK  BRpOMFXELD  ANI^  AJfOTHfcE^    ..^    ,      .,  ItESPONDE^r^ 

.iH!i..;r....-  ,.    ...,,TfiE^f?B^AT,|'AgJF^C.?,.„„   ,.,,■.„;,..,:,,:,,•, 

I.M(>.;I   virii't'v 'I    .  i: '..:;,•..■■.!,.■'•.  I;  I    j     •.  If      ';  T'*'"!  ..luitlf  I.- 
r   ,    p:^  APPBA.I,  FBOM.THB  HIGH  9DIT9T  Of  ADHIRALTT.  • 

'''-'^  «Fk  tta^tet  of  a'  ^\^,  tk>'laii^tt6ild7'To^'^(ni688afy  i^'h^^'l^'poll^^ 

1  I  ;tbS'€iu^  and ifiretght  ^Tba  BattoniTjr  ^opi/ocKilwbed  k  dmwe  »lfobiife^ 

.  !  j^e4,  ti^at; the  obligation,  ;^JipuW  l)0  7«»fJ  1^*^  Obl«qre  shppld,^^,  p^oo^ 

sequence  of  the  Ipss^of  the  Sliip^  such  an  averaj;e  as  hjr  custom  .woi:^d  havj^ 

'"  Income  iie  on  tlhis"  salvage^  or  ifthe  iShip  should  \k  utyriy'l<it; 'cikf  a^y^ 

•tiHor  d^tro^^  ib  tKmB^U6ii^"df  f&ief  ]^lir  k  4}i^  W'  >trU^  6b^'^  hW^ 

w  rhoin^ward t<>y<w, wet jwWjwwdj lw4iif^U|«rIaft*» )» dbliged fo jp>|i ijst|ha%.. 

^,  intem^cfiat^.port  in  a  dainaged  st(kt%  and  ^fter  .^Y^;JP^TPjyj]^, wm  foim^, 

ttnseaworthy,  and  sold  while  existing  in  specie  for  a  suipi  less  oian  tlqa 
■^'^  alrnotint^6faife&)nd:^^'    "'  ^^    ■  •/  A  3-  •-    \  ...It   iii   -:nar.>.d»> 

).  j  (CiofvO  J't*'  '•    :   ••  '    '  ' .'      '•'  "      5'    "     '•:M'fi:-.    ''It    .{«»  riiiL  '"♦'n(»-ioJ 
.    First,  that  the  doctrine  of  cpnstniQlive  total  loss  .does  not  apt^j  toBot-r 

tomry  Bonds,  as  in  the  case  of  insurance  between  Insurers  and  IDsurea,  and 

't'ffieiBdttdh<jMef'fe-tfeiib'to'<he'tnllt6  ^ixxifedi  of  fcie «atfe  tl|fti««/«  ,-o!ai9fl- 

remained  in  specie,  though  so  mripl^  dm^ed  tj|^^  i^,|?ojild^a;ve,,C(|^  fSfSS 
to  repair hflT  than  she  was  worth.  *,  n\  '    »x      rrn 

bbMeb'Of^ii  fk>i^cwt«f  Bonil  'ah  thid  fillip'  (S^r^et^  JP^t^^figti^ 
tli^'p^eedfi'iof  th^  sal^  <rfthe  Yi^el  in  th€l  kfet^  0^  (bi^kQl^' 4^ 
MMtcAr;  wba  WM'di^iiiiM^^^^  tcbtd  tlieidft;  by  ^e^^^id^  <m 'Hh A  ^j^^^ 
cM^.bm>^  bright  ittto  €!<»tfr«.'  ^Tte  A'^peltoV'^b'^i^  A  ifet^> 
gtig^^  i>f  the  Strip,  ttfterVei^  in  the''*cAt]6^^'fe]f*ihb^|lai)^  ^^ 
defending  his  interest  in  the  proceeds  against  the  dtiHf^'^hfckdd 
Bondhoid^^;  and-  v^  mtM  a  Befl^ndaht  ik  1&%^<17(^k{  l^lMv^  1  ^' 
^[t^  liM^  whitsh  ^v«  m^  io  €h^'  a^pp^'Wdr^^d^'^loW^  '<i^  ^o 

Sni:JjunaitWitiiirAfaK  06Lyift%-»ldi  fta<J«tti^  ]fiFitt^MaL«b^)  '{irv'V'n  e:ii  1> 


I 


Yfl>Lm.]          QiEmJN>imiWBMm(KBmDnj.^  sun:- 

In  the  month  of  November,  1865,  the  Great  Pacific  was  chartered  J.  0. 

by  her  then  Owner  to  the  Chmno  Cormgnmewt  Company^  of  Great  1869 

■B*?ij<»*>ji$€l»il  after  discharge  of  her  out^g^^iqaHq^jt^^SrH*^  St^SSws 

direct  to  CaUao  and  the  Chinchas^  and  there  load  a  cargo  of  Guano  BaodlfikfiLD. 

for  Ghreat  Britain.    The  Ship  discharged  her  out wa^^^  ^TftoiA 

Brisbane,  and.  whilst  procee^ng:  to  tf(ulao.  vm  into  the  port  or  Pachfio." 


Sydney  for  repairs,  and  the  Master  (BaiUie)  then  took  up  money  for 
such  repairs  from  the  Itespondents  upon  Bottdmry,  and  on  the  29th 


ami  {bntatar^ai)^  the  fite^btcoahiiedor^  b^  eamdd  <m  iSkB^utft^^ 
unto  the  Respoiidents  ^  setnrtlty  for  thd  Wm^  bf 'iBS^OST.  lis.  bd., 
a^.,thf>.4^M,pTe,;vW».Qir,pw^^  «¥  rate 

(^44&per  omib  for  tibye  Toyiiigi^  «|.niotlntiBgt  tog^i^ber  ta  t|i<MBiim  of 
£7^80^.  15^.  M'  The  (k>niliti6tibf  tie  mrid 
S^p,  4^oia4,cpw|>Ief?  .h,^,f[ypy^^^^  or 

tfa^  Ojw^«]»  of  theShij^  «ilQ»^  pay  ito^^^bor  S$!i^n(}e»i^  itbe  leum 
of^£&,097.  ]9««^5d.y  tog6^]f^with  ai  ^i^MniiBan*  or  maritiine' hitei'est 
tiiglfebiL 'within  tw^lv6  hdiiii  ift6r  tlie  SfaVp  ariivtil  ather  port 
of  discharge  m  the  United  Kingdom,  or  at_C7jf^^  pjT  p^a^.i^;^  of 
tl^fl  Jofli^/ofitbe  tStdpp  suiihi  i«&  ^iA9»gek;M  by^euatomj  abqidd\  have 


enemies,  m^^  .^f  Wiftr,,  Jy:^eife^^yjp,jpr.  othei;  .WjBiyQi!d^k.Ii§yil8, 
dfnoiiagto/or'caspaltiaBtof  ilbdiseto^  imaS^  cod  nivigiytioiiy'theii  the 
B6rid  aioiild  be  vSid  an J  dfhwie  effect  '•  '  '^ 

The  Great  Paoifie  proceeded  on  her  voyage  to  the  ChincJias,  oxid 

oft.l?iffttch  tl^^/fiwAer  jffp9^i^i»  pi  t>^.,Y(yag?i  vfl».^*ft&d«^,4i*4'> 
ti^  Sil^iftpli'fo^f*3^Qa^,8%,i|i€^r[^  pf 

A  pet^QU  wi^fl  pr^a^nite<^j)^y  tt»e^(B^p(«4^^ 
of  the^iid>  iftgajiisttib^lM^ri  t^ud  tbia  prpoe^dfit^ofHtb^  ^llftp, 

of  the  money  ad^miQedl  'b|C  tiMBKaaj^&ieefud,  of  >  «£  .tiie/pnml&m^. 


J.c.       or  maritime  interei^  tberedn,  halS  been  i^paid  'to''tIi€^/  imht  that 

1869       they  Teceired  any  b^^s  omder  the  BcfAd,  and  jprelyed'  that  the 

fyrmFms    Court  wotild  promoiinoe  for'  tiie*  validity  df  the  Bond;  «kd  te^t  i, 

j^^Qf^^rau^,  to  the  Registrar  iEti^d  Merchant  tb  ascertain  and  •Report  What  m© 

— -       due  to  them  hi  respect  of  the  premises*    The  Appellant,  the*  Mdlt- 

PAomo/*     gagee  of  the  ^p,  interrened;  and  by  his  iindwer  tet  oUt  the  ^bnd, 

'and  alleged  that  the  Ship  upon  sueh  nele  i^eriiB^d  liie '  siini  of 

£d,628L  89.,«aid  tihat  the  freight!  itieluded  in  the  Bond  n^erer  beieanib 

due,  but  i!ms  wholly  lost ;  that,  tinder  the  i^r^uttistance?,  tiio  ^Bolkd 

had  nevet  beconle  payable,  and  th&t  the '  Be^poiidents  were  not 

entitled  to  Ihe  proceeds  of  sate,  nOr  to  ai!iy  part  thet^eof,  thbt  a 

portion  only,  and  not  the  whole,  of  the  sutii  of  £6,1037:  1&.  5i.,  fOr 

which  the  Bond  was  given,  was  property  advitncbd'bA  Bottomry '6f 

the  Ship  and 'her  fit^ight,  and  insisted  that,  under  the  cireun^ 

stances,  the  Bond  neter  became  payable,  and'iKat  nothing  waib  due 

thereon ;  imd,  eren  if  the  Bond  had  become  payhble,  and  anything 

waB  du6  thereOn,  yet  that  the  Bespoi^dentd  were  ttot  eiitMIed  to  iiie 

whole  of  the  sum  of  £8,028.  8a,  but  to  ^ch  an  arefttge  oifly  as  ty 

custom  had  'becime  due  on  the  above  Mim,  and  to  no^iiore. 

The  Kespondents,  upon  this  answer  beJn^  •  filed,  gate  notice  *  6f 
their  intentioh  to'move  the  Court  to  reject  so  mhch  of  ^thtJ  answ^ 
as  set  lip,  'first,  that  nbthitg'  was  due  on  the  Bottomiy  Bdild  ^ 
question ;  and,  secondly,  that  the  Eespoiidents  were  only  enftifled 
td  an  av^lttgeon  the  dutn  of  £3;628.  9b.,  tli^lam^uiit  of  the  ^i^ 
oeedsof  aieftaleof  theShipiiaidint^Oourft."  •  ^   '^         "•  ■  •■ 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  motion,  which  beiHg  in.  tile  nature  i»f 
a  demun^r  the  statements  of  ^  facts  contained  in  the  aiiswer'^^re 
taken  to  be  true,  the  Judge  of  the  Oourt  ^'HiMMty  (TKe 
B/ight  Horn  Sir  Robert  PhUUmor^' m  thelTth  WNov^hibei*;  1888, 
-dedivered  judgment,  pronouncing  for  the*  pirayer  of '><he  '^mm^ 
holders,  and  directing  thid  articles' in  qtiest&^i;0'be<E(t^ck  0^'<)r 
the  answer  (1).  -      .  '    •     v. 

From  the  Decree  or  Order  made  thereon  the  present  appeal 
was  brought  ^     ■ , 

Sir  O.  Eonfffntm,  Q.G.,  and  Mr.  ClarJcson,  for  the  Appellant : — 

•  '  .  f  •  ) 
According;  to  the  tjnie  construction  of  the  Bond,/^he  s^e  is  to 

(1)'  Baw^p.  0  A2  &f  R '381. 
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iWyoW  if  theShip  ia  uiatesrly  loet.by  iea«K)tL  a£  oea  perijk    If  ihe       j.c. 

Ship  was  utterly  lost,  tihe  holder  of  the  i  Bond  geita  nothing,  if       iges 

fartitdly  <lost»  them  m  aTorage* .  Tba  al^ct  of  the  clause  avoidiAg 

4he  Bquid  was.to  distingniah  between  a  ooastroctiyie  and  total  loss, 

an^^tQ-'CspeciiaUy  pro^e,  that  in  the  eyent  of  the  foarmer^fa 

.portioB.af  the i«aim  secured  would  .still  be  payablew^   [Sib  Joseph    VAmtcr^ 

JfABVSR  :*m[n  ThQn^sw  y^  The  Boyai  Efteh^a^  Aesumnce  (J<mpm>y  {X) 

lu^Mtmborwgh  sltys^  that  in:  the  case  of  JSottomry  nothihg 

jshosrt  of  &  total.  destmctioB  of  the  Ship  will  eoQStitpte  an  utt^ 

loss;  if  it  OTiats  i^ specie^  i^  the  hands  pf  .tiie  Owner,  it  ^ill  pre- 

,Te^t  an  tutter  loas*]  .  It.  db^  npt  appear  from  thic  r^ort  in  tha^ 

icase  what'the.Bond  was,  but  from  what  feJU  from  thaCourtiit 

^woold.  appear  that  there  wa»  no  clause  like  this*    Neither  in  mh0 

XMh0rm{^\Th$.  Dcmte  (3),  nor  Tlie  EUpkanta  (i),  is  the  form  of 

the  Bond  gbm\.    The  t  Ship  was  brought  intopprt  so  damaged  tbM 

it:Was  imppisihle  .to  orepair  her^iOXOept  at  a  gi^ater  ejcpeupe  tha^ 

j^.waa  ivH^rth,  and  the  esse  comes,. therefore,  within  the  rule  laid 

^wn  in  the  causes  of  Mof$.  y.  Smith  (5)»  Boseth  y.  Qitrtketf  (6X  and 

Adama  Yf.  Mmk^ie  (7),  upon  the  idoctrine  of  total  Ioisb  of  the 

Shjp[;  which  is,  that  whene¥er  a  Shop  is  brought  into  suc^  a  state 

a^.^tp,  be  unseryic^able,  ^e  must  be  said  to  ba  lost :.  Parson's 

.]^ari,tiff  e  l4^w^  yqI.  j.  p.  409^    But  ev^  if  th^  Bond,  ha/i  become 

ip^U^lpile,  thp  Bespopdents  wox^  ^ot  entitled  to  the  irhole  proceeds 

of  the  sale  of  the  Ship,  but  only  to  a  customary  averagei  %s>  by 

the  express  terms  of  the  Bond,  in  the  ersnt  of  the  loss  of  the  Ship 

the  Bond  was  to  be  void  on  payment  of  the  customary  average 

on  the.  salvage,  and,  therefore,  the  Bespond^nts  cann9t  ol^m  n^r<^ 

than  suqh  customary  average  :  Boulay-Paiff^  Coura  de  DroU  Cov^ 

mer^iaf  Maritime^  Toto.  UL  p.  183.    The  proceeds  of  th^  sale  a2)e 

i^esjtiy  si^vage^  and  the  case  falls  precisely  within  the  stipplft- 

tioi^  of  the  parties  contained  in  the  Bond« 

Mr.  Gohen  (with  him  Mr.  Butt,  Q.C.),  for  the  Bespondents : — 

Kb  doubt  as  between  assurers  and  the  assured  the  condition  of 
the  Ship  constituted  a  total  loss ;  but  that  doctrine  of  constructive 

-     ',    (l)  l.M.  ftiaai.  (4)  16  Jut.  1185. 

(2)  16  Jut.  23J.  (5)  9  C.  B.  94. 

'   '         (S)  2  W.  Bob:  427.  (C)  11  C.  B.  176. 

.    (7).l»aB.(NJJ5.)4ft3. 


J.  0.       totel  loss  is  'pecnliat  td  Insurance  iaw,  and  ^Bart  v.  Cifeon  (1)  does 

' J8®       not  apply  to  casefr  df  BottbifatJ^ :  ^  ■THom^bn  f :  Tb^'Itdydl  E^hafifb 

BrKBffKXB    Assurance  Company  (2).  Hiferefote,  JIffWr  V.'  )8fer/<A  (S),  arid  the  dtwa 

Bboomfield.  ^^  ^*^^^  founded  Upon  that  dfefti^cini  hfetre  triaHy  Ao  bearing  at  aU 

7^       on  the  question/and  to  apply  ifte'ddctritie  to/'Bot^oinry  npdti  those 

Pactfic."     cased  would  vary  the  rights  themselves :  ^Hiomson  t.  I7l«  ttdyal 

JBxchange  Amlrtinbe'Coinpaity  (S),  The  ^Parde  (4),'  The  Cidh^rihe  <5); 

and  ITlfi  MepMnia  (6),  proceed  npon  'gelieral  priiiciples  of  Maiitime 

lawas' applied  to  Bottomry,  and  they'e^ta'BMBh,  as  isigeneralriile, 

that  th6re  is  no  loss  of  W'Shlp  i^  long  a^  the  Ship'  exists  in  spe^fe, 

ak  the  Court  below  has  hdd  fii  this  case.  '  Xlewf,  Oommentaifies, 

vol  iii;^  §  359;  lays  it  down,  that  there  cati  T)fe  no  constructive  total 

loss :  PfttTZtps,  on  lAsurance,  sec.  1487  [5th  Ed.];  .Botrftfy-Potf^, 

Di^oUiCom.,  T&mJit:,  pp:  179,'lSOi  IPar^d^s  Maritime  Law,  p.  409. 

InMoH  on  Shipping,  p.  131  pith  Ed.],ilHe  i^4iiisitc^td  the  validity 

of  JBottomi-y  securities  iare  considered,  aid  the  principles  there  laid 

down.    So  in  Pope  v.  Nieker^cm  (7).    The  conditibii  in  thife  Bond^A 

m  the 'ordinary  form  given  In  AJhoH  tii  Shipping,  A J)p.  pi:  289 

[lOfh-Ea;];'  Westiciti,  Dig.  df 'the  Law  of  In8ura'nce,'pp.  41,  ^48; 

58;  and  probably  was  contained  In  the  Bonds  to  which  the  aboiv6 

cases  refer.  *  ^he'rule  is,  that  if  the  Sbi^' is  lost,  the  lende'tf  on 

ftottotnry,  though  his  remedy  is  limited  tb  the  Value  of  the  pt^ 

petty  salved,  is  entitled  to  the  whole  of  what  fe  saVed,  provided' ifc 

wiEis  included  ih  his  security.  .....  :  :j| 


^^  Their  Lordshipa'  ju AgiMnk  \^>  reserved,  and  pom  pronoumed  h;^ 

•^'-     Sib- James  W.Colvile:-     '     "       '•  ■•'   '         '"■■'■  '■  '  - 

•     •  •.^'      I  .  J        '  '    ,         .  .  •.  »    I    t 

There  is  no.  contest  cpncerning  the  fj^cts  out. of  which  this  apj|eal 
h^  arisen*  The  Qreat  Pacific  having  t^ken  an ,  putward  cajgo 
from  LivervQol  to' Brisbane^wsia.  after  its, discharge,  chartered  from 
tlie  latter  port  by  the  Guano  Consiffnmejit  Company  of  Great 
BrUain  to  sail  to  CdUaOf  and  .thence  to  the  Chinchas,  where  she 
was  to  load  a  cargo  of  Guano,  and  return  therewith  via  CaJllao  to 
pueh^.port  or  jplaoe  within  j^o.  United  JS^ir^^om  ftp  the  chartepjers 


.(I)  8  M.  &  W.  aOO.  .   -  (4>  2  Wj  BqIl  437. 

(2)  1 U.  &  S.  SU  ,   .  (5)  15  Jar.  231. 

(3)  9  d  B.  94.  (6)  Ibid.  1185. 

(7)  3  Story*s  Amr.  Rep.  465. 
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R^%of  ,Wv*..?rS%:^Wj^d^^  BpttpiiHy,iBpn(j;jiisrpptil^^<}ating,%  a«)o^ma,. 
-v,,,5a|e  Yf S89I ,fb^jijyipcef494„q^^.J)i^  Toyage^jpa^^ie^ljl^e.^tncA^    'H^AtiFia" 

qa^  t^y,^e|AfiP9j:(ftf/t^wJi.9,  0^^^t9,b^  a  p^oifgfigeepf  %  ^^es^, 

t|f»f ,wltf)le,(pr,^,WFvP,<l,?fH  ¥^ of, ti^e fim  of  4^,^^8.,8«.^  „  ,. 
(•>;.ThaApi)^llan^^-W,N«  .»9ajrei-|)Set,^ortl>;.the.Bpi»^,  T^^h  itB;^i^r 

?ffW^^?*9»#„^ft'^lyM.  Rft?^„aW,,?ivi  rf^troye^'/^ix^cpflspr 
quence  of  the  perils  of  the  sea.    And  i^..J^^gpdJ^^'^  j^^^^EH^I^'tbjE^^ 

under  these  provisions,  and  upon  the  facts  above  stated,  the  Bond 
]HLd)Bi(rmihaipm6f|>&}dt)^<aBdoiiaifrr]|ttirt]Dan^iiv  or 

that  if  it  had  become  payable,  the  Bespondents  ^ere.not  entitled 
to  the  whole  of  the  sum  of  xio,o28.  aa.,  but  only  to  such  an  average 

^'•B^'bmti)i4i"dk(iiiia'ftftfe  li^^iAe^diie'fhfefeoli,'^^'*.^^  mtkl' 
"-•tb"  tbe'^e'dfeft^c^&'ihfe  Itfespondents'tobk  a'  pto&edfiig' ito  Ifie 
Hkiiirfe  of  a'deiniiw^'Uy  mdvin^'tM'so  nuich^^^he'attwdi^as'^St 
ibfein^ui)sh<iuld  be  irejectedV    Tlie  Mttiei  ^^'o^m  MMrA^ 
tikift  granted  tivat  appHcaitidnl'aiiil  tills  app^  ii'h\:ifa^  tt^lii^ 

total  loss  iMVdtvM  fo^thb)  sale  of  the  Vessel  &t  Valpi^audmust  be 
treated  as  a^lo^'^'l^ilbln  the  meaning  of  tiatt^stipfalktloh  in  the 
condition  of  the  ^n^  ^)QQr  jw][ujqh  i|ie  :def9&f:e  is  founded.    It  was 


J1 
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J.  a  admiit^  at  tlie  Bar,  and  cdvlA  not  have  b^n  dlspaied  mfh  ^et!t;' 
1809  tbat  the  Veasel  cakinot  be  said,  I7.  reason  of  wliat  occtmed  at  'Vdl^' 
paraiso,  to  have  been  utterly  lost,  east  awaj,  or  destrojdd^  and 
conseqaenilj  that  the  appeal  cannot'  be  snpported  in  ao  isct  as'ft 
impngns  so  mueh  of  the  learned  Jndge's  Otder'as  rej^^cted  ihe 
PAoaio7"^  averm^t  that  nothing  was  dne  npon  lihe  Bond.  Therefore/ l£e 
only  question  now  to  be  decided  is  whether,  on  the  trae  t^onsbtiction 
of  the  words  *'  in  ease  of  loss  of  the  Ship  or  Yesael  ^ch  an  average' 
as  by  cn^tom  shall  have  become  due  on  the  aalvage/'  and  upon  i&e 
admitted  facts  ^f  the  case,  the  Respondents  are  entitled,  not  to  tlie 
>vhoIe,  but  only  to  some  undefined  portion  of  tiie  ^m  ih  Coiirt.  *'"' 
Hie  general  law  is  sncdnctly  staged  in  Kenfs  Commentates, 
voL  iii.,  §  859«  p.  454  [11th  Ed.}  Speaking  of  a  loan  on  bottomry 
he  says :  '*  There  is  not»  in  respect  to  the  contract^  any"6:>n8trti(itrre 
total  loss.  Nothing  bnt  an  ntter  annihilation  6t  the  subject  hypo- 
thecated  will  discharge  the  borrower  on  bottomry.  The  property 
saved,  whatever  it  may  be  in  amount,  continues  subject  to  the 
hypothecation."  In  support  of  this  he  cites  nomony.  Tk^  Royal, 
EiBehange  Assuran^  Oompafiy(l).  And  the  doctrine  is  supported' 
by  the  modem  Admiralty  cases  of  The  Catherine  (2),  ai^d  l%e 
Elq>hainta  (3) ;  The  Dante  (4) ;  the  American  case,  before  Mr!  Justice 
Story,  The  Draeo  (S),  and  by  other  authorities.  The  first  proposition 
is,  moreover,  admitted  in  this  case  by  that  abandonment  of  the 
principal  gtound  of  appeal  which  has  already  been  mentioned. 

The  learned  Counsel  for  the  Appellant  have,  however,  argued, 
on  the  auAority  of  a  passage  in  Vdtiny  wh'ich  is  cited  at  page  183 ', 
of  tiie  ard  volume  of  Boulay-Paty's  Cmts  de  Droit  Coinmerciai ' 
Maritime,  that  when  the  Vessel  is  lost,  the  lender  on  bottomry  is ' 
entitled  only  to  such  a  proportion  of  the  value  of  the  property 
salved  as  the  sum  lent  bore  to  the  value  of  the  whole  property 
hypothecated,     Valin,  it  is  to  be  remarked,  is  speaking  of  tlie 
hypothecation  of  a  cargo ;  and  it  is  not  clear  liiat  his  doctrine,  if  ' 
true,  would  apply  to  the  proceeds  arising  from  the  Wie  of  a  Ship  ' 
or  the  dSbrie  of  a  Ship.    Bbutat/'Paty,  however,  goes  on  to  shew* 
that  this  opinion  of  Valin  was  contested  by  both  iPo^eer'^^' 

(1)  1  M.  &  S.  30.  .    (3)  15  Juiv  llB^.ji  '   ., 

(2)  15  Jur.  231.  (4)  2  Wm.  Rob.  427. 

(5)  2  Samnei'0  Amr.  Bep.  157. 


jE^njq^on^vtl^a^.it  iNfa^npt  ^^ceiv^  in  JPVww  under  .the  old  Lftw,       J.c 
apd  is  ce^[t^4<^y  noi^  rec9gi^4  Vj,  ^.^  .Qpdes  as  pfurt  of  the  Mari«        1869 
tw?  Law.   .Tbp.  ge^effd  |ru^o.  im^Pi^bJ^dly  is,  that  if  tke  Yeasel  is    srroras 
lQ3t^  the  le^dp^r  pi^jbcittoffiiy,  thp]i?gh  Ifjw  xf^edy  is.  limited  to  the  b«oowikld. 
value, p^  the  propei[ty;  sajve^  j^  qi;itiU|Bd  to  tho  whole  of  what  is       — - 
«ajc(d,  provide^  it  ^f^i;  iucilud^d  in  Jti^  aeipi^        Therefore^  that '  Paoifio" 
thj^  Sqndholdeirs  ^n  thia  casQ  i^re,  fis,  .between  themeelYeBi  and  the 
S];kJipoTirnei;s,  or  ^  !M^rie;agee  |0^  thq,S|^p(who0e  ijghte  are  as  much 
bound  in  bottomry  a^i  ,t}io^  o^  theiQwner  of  a  Ship  not  morigaged) 
entitled  to  tlpie  whple  of  the  p];9ceeda  of  the  Bale  of  l^he  Yeisaely then, 
^xistiog  aa  a,Y,e^l,  in  spec^  nqle^'  the^e  be  so^e  q)eoial  pror 
viaion  in  this  pajrUcn^ar  contm^t  jsrhiph  qualifier  that  .right,  is  a 
prpppsition  whic^ij  in  .their,  ijLipxdships'  opinipn^  does. not  admit  of 
reaW^ftWe.d<;^ubt  ;.......         .... 

It  haa^  howeyer,  been  aifgjaefl,  th^t.sqch  a  pi:oTiai<Hi  ia  to  be  found 
in  the  words  now  to  be  cpnsideiied^     It.  is  contended,  that  the 
**  loss  '^  of  the  Ygs^el  tfeere  sppken  of,  when  contrasted  with  the 
w^jds  in  the  fQ|]bwi|»g  a^ptenoe,^  which  iniport  its  uttex  loss,  and 
d^truction,  must  be  tfijken  to  ,mean  spmething.  short  of  such  utter  . 
lossj.and  to  iodude  a  constmctiye  total  loss;, .that,  th^  prooeeds  of 
the  sale  m^y  be  properly  described  fi^  salyage :  and,  oqnaeqnently 
that  the  effect ,  of  this  clause  is  to  make  those  procQeds  ditisihle 
between  the  Bondholder?  and  the  Shipowners  in  proportions  to  be . 
ascertained  according  to  .son^  Qi^istom  of  tljie,  pxistenoe  and  nature 
whereof  nothing  in  the  qhapq  of  ]^^x>of  ,has  beea  s^iggesfied.    B  do$s 
nqt,  however,  follow  that,  because  the  words,,  "the.  loaaof  the 
Vessel,"  mean  something  short  of  utter  loss  and  destruction^  they, 
therefore,  .^,^9^^^^  ^'^  constructiTe  total  lo6^/',wbiph|  asijbas  already 
been  shewn,  they  would  not  im^bidlei  uppn  the  cpnst^ction  of 
ordinary  Botton^ry  Bonds.    It  is.  obvipua,  tnajt  a  Vessel  may  be  so , 
wrecked  as  to  be  no  loiter,  a  Vessel  in  specif,  and  so  as  tp  become, 
a  mere  c(|ngeries  pf  plan^  fU}d  ye^  th^t  there  ^y  be  salyage  «f 
its  m|aterials  to  a  considerably,  amount,    ^  iif»  cftse  of  The  CkUJief- ; 
rinie  (1),  Dr.  Lushington  bslj^,  "If,a.Sl)a^V^^^^'W>©.bQttomri^,  the, 
Bond  attached  to  the  yery  last  plank^  and  jl^be  holder  might  .haye . 
that  sold  for  his  benefit"    The  clause  under  consideration  may 
haye  been  inteiided  tb  sfectire  that  right  by  making  it  a  condition 

*  .  (i)  15  Jnr.  232»    > 
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J.  C.  for  the  aroidanoe  of  the  Bond  that  the  Obligors  should  aooonnt  for 

1869  such  salvage.    Again,  it  seems  to  be  a  forced  and  mmeoessary 

gxtPHnri  eonstractioA  of  the  elanse  to  hold  tfukt  it  neeessatiljr  impliee  any 

Bboovfikld  ^^^'^o^  ^'  apportionment  between  the  Bondholders  and  Ship- 

_     —7-  owners.    That  th6  fennlsr,  who  ivteODO-etrtitfed  to  the  sdctirity  of  tte 

The  "  Gbeat 
Pacific.**     whole  Ship  when  in  a  seaworthy  condition,  should  contiBCt  thai  in 

the  event  of  the  deterioration  of  their  secniity,  by  a  oonstmctive 
total  loss  or  otherwise,  they  ehoiild  share  the  proceeds  with  their 
Debtors,  is  so  improbable  an  hypothesis  that  the  construction  is 
only  to  be  admitted  if  there  is  no  escape  from  it  The  eiavuse,  as 
Hr.  Cohen  shewed,  is  not  a  special  one,  it  is  to  be  found  in  Ike 
form  of  a  Bottomry  Bond  given  in  the  Appendix  to  Ahbott  on 
Shipping.  Whatever  it  means,  their  Lordships  believe  that  it  was 
intended  to  secure  the  payment  to  the  Bondholders  of  something 
which  the  OMigors  might  become  entitled  to  receive  from  third 
parties  in  respect  of  the  Ship,  and  not  a  division  of  the  proceeds'  of 
the  sale  of  the  Vessel  between  the  Bondboldecs  and  the  Ship- 
owners. It  would  meet  the  case  suggested  at  the  Bar,  in  'which 
the  Vessel  having  been  voluntarily  stranded  with  a  view  to  the 
preservation  of  the  cargo,  general  average  upon  the  cargo  salved 
might  become  due  horn  the  Owners  of  that  caigo  to  the  Owners  of 
the  Ship.  That  such  average  would  become  due  if  the  Ship,fidling 
to  get  off,  is  totally  lost,  seems  to  be  a  question  upon  which.  Jurists 
are  not  agreed,  see  AhbM  on  Shipping  [10th  Ed.],  pp.  373-375, 
and  2  Pkittijk  on  Insurance,  §  1315 ;  bat  the  clause  may,  never- 
theless, have  been  designed  to  cover  such  average,  if  the  right  to 
it  existed. 

'  Dteir'LordfthipB,  however,  think  that  they  aie  not  cafiedl  n^ 
to  d^tefrmine  upon  t^hat  porticnlar  Subject  fiie  clause  Hi%ht  dperate, 
because  it  can  hate 'no  <^>eratioB  in  the  piesdnt  case'  untos.  IbcfDe 
has  been  &  hm  of  tb^  Vessel  within  the  meaning  of  it 

For  the  reasons  above  given,  they  are  of  opiflibn  that  'thertrhas 
been  no  such  loss;  and^  foein^  of  that  opinion,  they  will  hootbly 
advise  Her  Uajbsty  tb  affirm  the  Order  of  the  Admiralty  Cwaty 
and  to  dismiss  this  appeal  with  costs. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  CatteriH  &  Sons. 
Solicitors  for  the  Bespondefits :  W^ttdR  dk  Bdberts. 
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THEOjWNBil^OFTaBSIfBAllSHIP^'LION:"    Apbblianto;  ,  >/a* 
5rHE  OWNEBS  OEt  THB  SHIP  OE  TESSEL   jt  j^. 

« ^/>T>T7mrfcXiniT  »  V  RESPONDENTS.       •"^'='- 

"  '.    ■  •'    ^  '.;'...  '    '    •  •     i>    i-i  -■    .'.,'•'    ■:  •  ■  ■    !• '  I  .    .   .       1 ' 

•  -:•   '  ■   ••]     ..•     .    .ME  ^LlOll^i"...  %..   -...1    :    i.  } 

,       .  ON  AFPEAIi  SPQ?i,:^PE:<HI|[^H.COi;?RT,.pi<;  A?!l«BAIjTli;  , ;  , . 

'    '    '    tt  ift  not  compiifooty  on-  a  ^addoDgev  -  BMp^  io  ^ke  a  lieenaed  P^ot  ctai  bdard 

.  n^ligjBpce  of  t)ie,  PUot^  where  they  wei:e  ^ot  compcjUable  tp^pv^  him  ia  charge 

of  their  Vessel. 

The  iwymeiit  df  a  faVe  W  necessary  to  ccttifttitate*  a  tasea^h^f  vrftlfitat'  'tie 

«i      mett&in^  <>f  like  comtiiilsoi^  pll6ta^  sediUQd  e£  ihe.Nh-dwni  ^ijfpUg 

.1     .:wlq*a7«J13.yiotc<lQi).^     .  ,.:...:< 

.  Where,  therrfore,  the  Wife  aoid  Fath^r-in-Law  of  the  Captain  were  on 

board  a  Vessel  (usually  carrying  Passengers,  but  not  On  a  passage  voyagd '  kt 

'        iSie  ttzner),  by  invltatton  ft'om  the  Captain,  y ithonb  th6  priiity  '>of  the  Ovmei^ 

: -ifiw  hiid  neithiss  pmd,  niitf  iigifiodtD^piQrg  any  ii^^ 

OTcb  pes^i^  w^re  heiixKQi  to  ]|p^  *♦  Pass^ai^era  "  withjn  the  m^ajdn^  of  the  Act, 
80  as  to  exonerate  the  Owners  from  the  damage  occasioned  by  the  Pilofs 
V/  default.'     ■    '       '■)--'     ♦      -      •.■•=,       .  -     .  •••.    :       •■'. 

•    '        Distliiqiiott  bet^^en^^t;  55{ojF  tBe  dhnMl  Bitot  Act,4fi  €bea  4v  &  laSj), 

,  .  .  miinity  of  th^  Owfiers  when  the  Vessel  is  }n  charge  of  a  licensed  Pilot., 
'    '     The  case'of  The  Stettin  (i)  followed.  '  -    ■   . . 

rp  '    •      li 

JLSJB ''mm  ^«aBm  of  •d^ntage  inisiiig:  oi^of  a  coUidi^nwbicb'  oc- 
^mmd  in  tihe  dver  TAcmea  on  the  Q^  of  J)^adm)>ef,  1^67,  b^WO^ 
.the  Eagfiih  Sese w;  Steaiqet  JUtm,  and  tk&  America  Sbipi  TorMPMXf. 
The  Owneraofithtd  J<»rX:&mni  weed:  th$  ^laintifisi  and  ^Q  QF9/?^ 

TlieiDedkndttDdta  pleadjBd^.amoiigst  other,  tbii^s,  th^t  ihekYps^Ql 
«raB  in  tihai^.of  onet  fFtfrf,  a»  dijdy  liQeOMied  Bilot  ftr  haiae/|7fi]^ 
passenger  Ships,  that  she  had^oa  bowl  .two  Ft^sfl^i^f^Fft  jaod  tl^it 

(I)  Br.  &  Lush.  199. 

*  Present;— LoBD  Eohilly  (Mabi?eb  of  thb  HolIsX  Sia  WnxiAX  Eble, 
Sm  Javes  WnxiAM  Colyile  and  Sm  Joseph  Napieb,  Babt. 

Vou  IL  3  2  T 
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J.  C.        the  employment  of  such  licensed  Pilot  was  at  the  time  and  place 
1869        of  the  collision  eompnlsoiy  by  law  upon  the  Lion,  her  Master  and 
Thb'^ion."  t)Nvners,  and  that  the  Lion  was  at  snch  time  under  the  sole  charge 
•"■^        of  the  Pilot,  whose  orders  in  reference  to  her  navigation  were 
promptly  and  implicitly  obeyed ;  and  the  collision,  if  it  was  occa- 
sioned by  the  Lion  or  any  one  on  board  her,  was  excIusiTely 
occasioned  by  the  Pilots  and,  therefore,  neither  the  Lion  not  her 
Owneis  were  liable  in  respect  thereof. 

It  was  admitted  at  the  hearing  in  the  Court  below>  that  the 
collision  was  cansed  by  the  improper  navigation  of  the  Lion,  but 
her  Owners  contended,  that  they  were  exonerated  from  liabilify 
becanae  the  Pilot  was  employed  by  them  by  compulsion  of  law, 
and  the  evidence  shewed  Hiat  he  was  alone  to  blame  in  the  matter. 
The  Sespondents  contended,  firsts  that  the  evidence  failed  to 
(hew,  that  the  Lien  was  actually  in  diarge  of  a  duly  licensed  Pilot 
lor  home  triide  passengieff  Sbips,  ac^g  at  the  time  as  such  Pilots 
and  that  he  alone  was  to  blame  for  the  collision ;  second,  thai  the 
Defendants  had  failed  to  prove  that  the  Lion  was  carrying  Pas- 
sengen  a^  alleged  in  the  answer ;  and,  thirds  that  the  evidence 
winced  failed  to  est&Ulish  that  the  employn^eii.t  of  tiie  Pilot  was 
at  the  time  and  under  the  circumstances  in  qodstion  conipulsoi^' 
on  the  Defendants. 

•  The  Judg^  of  the  Admirahy  Court  (The  Hight  Hon.  Sir  S6beH 
PhiUimore)  gave  judgment  for  the  Plaintiffs,' ind  pronotoiced  for 
the  damages  proceeded  for  (1). 

The  appeal  was  from  this  interlocutory  d^ree^ 

•  j 
Mr.  Milt€ardy  Q.(l,  and  Mr.  Clarkson^  for  the  Appellants :—    ] 

Admittiog  tiiat  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the  Lion^  i9e 
contend,  that  the  Ai^ellants,  the  Owners;  were  exonoi^ted  from 
liability,  by  reason  of  their  having  a  licensed  Pilot  on  boards  whom 
they  were  compelled  to  employ :  The  General  Steam  KatngaMm 
Company  y.  The  British  and  Colonial  Steam  Navigation  Com- 
pany (2).  The  378th  sectionof  the  ifi^rcAai^i  Shipping  Act  (IT&IS 
Tict.  c.  101),  is  imperative ;  even  if  the  Pilot  had  been  voiim- 
tarily  taken  on  board*  being  within  the  waters  fo?  whj^.  hio  «^as- 

(1)  Law  E^*  2  A.  &  E.  102. 
(2)  Law  Kep.  3  Ex.  330;  S.  G.  in  Ex.  Ch.  Law  Bep.  4  6x^/^..    , 
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licensed^  the  Owners  would  have  been  exempted  for  the  damage  .  X  C. 
occajBioned  by  the  Pilot's  default :  The  Fama  (1) ;  Ltieey  r.  In-  1869 
ffram  (2).    The  exemption  provided  by  sect.  379  of  the  Merchant  xm  **  Lioir." 

Shipping  Act  does  not  apply ;  the  Lion  was  carrying  Passengers.        

Sect  308  defines  "  Passengers  "  "  to  include  any  persons  carried  in  a 
Steam*ship  other  than  the  Master  and  crew^  and  the  Owner, 
his  family  and  servants  " ;  here  the  Passengers  were  the  Wife  and 
Father-in-Law  of  the  Captain,  and  could  not,  therefore,  come  within 
the  exemption  claimed.  The  learned  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court 
refers'%r  the  definition  of  a  "  Passenger  *'  to  the  Passengers  Amend- 
meni  Ad,  18  &  19  Viet.  c.  119,  and  concludes,  that  a  Passenger 
mast  be  one  who  pays  passage^money.  There  is  no  such  stipulatioh 
to  be  found  in  tibe  Statute,  though  the  statutable  remedies  given  to 
Passengers  in  general  may  apply  chiefly  to  those  who  have  paid 
pft8sage»>mx)ney.  Here,  however,  we  contend,  that  there  was  suffi- 
cient evid^ice  of  the  intention  that  passage-money  should  be 
paid  to  constitute  a  contract  for  the  passage,  and  to  make  the 
parties  carried  in  the  Yedsel^  ^^Passengers'"  in  the  ordinary  and 
legal  sense  of  the  term.  A  person  may  be>  for  all  l^al  purposes,  a 
Passenger  without  payment  of  pasdage^money :  JewMmge  v.  TJie 
Great  N&rthem  BaHtoay  Companif  (S). 

The  Adntitydttf  Advoeate  (Dr,  Deme,  Q.C.),  and  Mr.  jBt«^,.Q.C., 
for  the  Bespondents : — 

The  decision  of  the  learned  Judge  of  the  Admiralty  Court  wAs 
consistent  with  the  law  and  facts  of  the  case,  and  caniiot  be  im- 
peached. It  is  admitted,  that  the  collision  was  occasioned  by  the 
fault  or  incapacity  of  the  Pilot  on  board  the  Lion.  He  was  a  duly 
licensed  Pilot,  and  at  the  time  of  the  collision  he  was  acting  in 
charge  of  l^e  Vessel.  But  we  submit,  that  the  employment  of  the 
Pilot  at  the  time  and  place  of  the  collision  was  not  compulsory  by 
law,  and  that,  therefore,  the  Owners  <!^  the  Yessel  were,  as  decided 
in  the  Court  below,  liable  for  the  damage  proceeded  for.  Now, 
how  is  it  sought  to  take  the  case  out  of  the  exemption  provided  by 
sect  379  of  ihe  Merchant  Shipping  Adi  That  section  exempts 
certain  Ships  from  compulsory  pilotage  when  not  carrying  Passeii- 
gers.     It  is  not  questioned  that^  if  the  Idon  was  not  carrying 

(1)  2  W.  Hob.  184.        (2)  6  M.  &  W.  302.        (3)  Law  Rep.  1  Q.  B.  7. 

3  2  T  2 


528  CASES  IN  THE  PKIVT  COUNCIL.  '  pL-  ^ 

J.C.       Passengers  she  was  not  compellable  to  take  a  Pilot  on  board. 

Me9  Who,  then,  were  the  supposed  Passengers  ?  the  Wife  and  Father- 
Th»**Lion."  in-Law  of  the  Captain,  who  had  been  invited  by  him  on  board,  and 
offered  a  passage  from  London  to  Hull  There  was  no  contract,  no 
terms  implied  or  suggested,  at  the  time ;  but  after  the  collision,  aud 
when  it  was  found  that  by  mating,  or 'calling  them,  "  Passengers,* 
the  Owners  might  escape  the  consequences  of  the  damage  occasioned 
by  the  negligent  pilotage,  then  a  payment  for  passage  was,  for  the 
first  time  asked,  and  said  to  have  been  agreed  on.  Such  a  course 
of  dealing  cannot  convert  parties  into  Passengers,  either  within  the 
meaning  of  the  379th  section,  or  the  common  sense  and  law  of  the 
term.  The  Passenff^rs  Amendment  Act,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  119,  if  it 
has  any  bearing,  contemplates  Passengers  as  A  class,  with  whom  a 
contract  is  mc^e,  the  breach  of  which  is  remediable  either  by  the 
Statute  or  the  Common  l4aw.  Where  would  have  been  the  remedy 
here  ?  The  describing  these  persons  as  "  Passengers  '*  is  merely 
colourable,  and  cannot  be  supported.  Then,  as  regards  the  applica- 
tion of  the  Merchant  Shipping  Ad  of  1854 :  the  lAon  was  not  a 
passenger  Steamer  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  within  the  meaning 
either  of  the  303rd  or  the  378th  sections  of  that  Act  Her  usual 
course  was  from  EuU  to  8t  Peter Av/rg  ;  on  this  occasion  only  she 
went  from  London  to  SuU,  she  had  no  instructions  to  take  Passengers, 
and  those  on  board  were  mere  visitors  or  guests  of  the  Captain.  As 
she  was  not  c^uxying  Passengers,  she  was  expressly  exempted  from 
compulsory  pilotage  by  the  379th  section :  The  Stettin  (1).  The 
Eden  (2)  is  directly  in  point ;  there  the  Owners  of  a  damaging 
vessel  were  condemned  in  the  damage,  the  Pilot  in  charge  not 
being  taken  by  compulsion  of  law. 

1869         LOBD  KOMILLY :— 

Jti/y^s.  jj^  ^jjig  ^gg  ij^Q  Lion,  a  screw  Steamer,  proceeding  from  London 
to  JBwZZ,  ran  into  the  Yorktown  in  broad  daylight,  at  11  A.M.,  on 
the  8th  of  December,  1867,  at  BlackwaU  Reaxih. 

The  Torktovm  was  being  towed  by  two  Steam-tugs  down  the 
river,  when  the  Lion^  without  any  excuse  of  following,  ran  into 
her  stem  and  did  her  considerable  damage. 

The  question  is,  are  the  Owners  liable  for  this  damage  ?    In 
(1)  Br.  &  Lush.  199-203.  ^  (2)  2  W.  Rob.  442. 


TOIi,  n.]  CASES  BSr  THE  PEIVT  COUNCIL.  529 

order  to  detenuine  this  it  is  necessary  to  decide,  first,  whether  the        J.  C. 
Lion  Kas  under  .the  charge  of  a  duly  licensed  Pilot  at  that  time ;        1869 
and  secondly,  whether  it  was  compulsory  on  the  Ltan  to  take  a  thb^^Lion." 
duly  licensed  Pilot.  *'^^' 

If  these  questions  are  answered  in  the  affirmative,  then  the 
Owners  are. exonerated.    If  in  the  negative,  they  are  liable. 

But  if  the  first  question  be  answered  in  the  afi^mative,  and  the 
second  question  in  the  negative,  then  it  becomes  necessary  to 
ascertain,  whether  a  decision  made  as  to  the  meaning  and  effect  of 
the  Statute,  6  Geo.  4,  c.  125,  s.  55,  is  applicable  to  cases  which 
come  within  the  scope  of  the  388th  section  of  the  Merchant  Ship- 
ping Aot,n  &18  Vict,  c  104. 

As  to  the  first  question :  West,  the  Pilot,  had  two  licenses,  one 
a  Waterman's  license,  which  would  be  of  no  avail,  and  the  second 
a  regular  license  from  the  Trinity  Home,  authorizing  him  to  act 
as  Pilot  for  some  home  trade  passenger  Ships  within  the  limits  in 
which  the  collision  occurred ;  the  consequence  is,  that  he  was  a 
duly  licensed  Pilot  haying  charge  of  the  Vessel  at  that  time.  As 
to  the  second  question,  whether  it  was  compulsory  on  the  Lion  to 
take  a  Pilot,  thje  answer  depends  on  whether  this  was  a  passenger 
Ship  at  the  time  of  the  collision ;  and  this  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  depends  upon  whether  there  were  any  Passengers  on  board 
the  Lion  at  the  time  of  the  collision. 

The  facts  are  these :  they  cannot  be  more  correctly  set  forth 
than  in  the  judgment  of  the  learned  Judge  in  the  Court  below : — 

"  Having  been  seven  days  in  London,  the  Captain  wrote  to  his 
Wife  and  to  his  Father-in-Law  to  come  to  London  and  go  with 
him  to  SvU;  he  did  not  write  to  the  Owners,  or  tell  their  agents 
in  London,  or  anybody,  that  he  was  going  to  take  these  persons 
with  him  ;  they  paid  nothing  for  their  living  on  board  the  Ship.; 
but  they  paid  for  their  fare,  in  the  circumstances  about  to  be 
mentioned,  7«.  6(?.  each,  which  he  swore  positively  was  the  proper 
second-class  fare,  though  Malcolm,  the  Agent  for  the  Owners  of 
the  Lion,  as  positively  swore  afterwards  that  it  was  the  first-class 
fare.  For  this  money  no  receipt  was  produced,  though  the  Cap- 
tain swore  that  he  had  paid  it,  and  Malcolm  that  he  received  it. 
The  Captain  admitted  that  he  had  said  nothing  to  either  of  these 
persons,  previously  to  their  coming.on  board,  as  to  their  payment 
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J.  a       of  fare ;  that^  he  said^  ke  arranged  during  the  passage,  bat  after 

1809       the  collision  bad  happened ;  the  Father-m*Law  swore  that  the  first 

Tbb'*Ltok.'*  ^^^'^^  ^  ^^^^  spoke  about  his  paying  was  when  la  AtS^-and  the 

""^       Ship  alongside  the  quay.    The  Captain  admitted,  on  cro69«xaiid- 

nation  and  in  answer  to  the  Cbnrt,  that  he  was  aware  thai  he  was 

bound  to  pay  light  dues,  unless  he  went  in  in  ballast  without  Bas- 

sengers  on  board ;  that  be  ought  to  have  told  the  lighthouse 

authorities  ihat  he  had  Passengers  om  board,  and  that  he  had  not 

done  so.    He  said  that  he  paid  the  faies  to  his  Owners  on  his 

arrival  in  HuU;  but  Mr.  McUodm  said  that  ^the  settlement^'  as  he 

culled  it,  was  made  about  the  middle  of  January,  and  afiker  the 

correspondence  with  the  Trimky  Souse^  or  the  Board  of  Trade,  to 

which  reference  was  made,  and,  therefore,  it  is  to  be  presumed,  after 

he  knew  that  the  Pilot  had  reported  that  there  were  no  Bassengiers 

on  board.    The  Captain  also  swore,  and  in  this  was  confirmed  by 

Makolm,  that  his  instruotibns  were,  never  to  tdke  petsems  on  boiird 

without  payment  m  PaflBen^te,  eteept  with  special  pemdssion." 

'  In  this  state  of  things,  were  the  Captain's  Wife  and  heriE^tfaer 

Passengers?  - 

They 'were  on  board  on  the  invitation  of  theCspiaiu  wkhout  the 
privity  of  the  OwtierB,  who  had  not  contmoted  any  obligation  to 
have  them  carried  in  the  Vessel,  and  no'duty  ^was  imtposed  on  th^ 
Owners  in  relation  to  these  two  persons.  i.     .         . 

The  mtening  of  particular  words  in  an  Act  of  Parliamenlr,  to  use 
the  wonls  of  AhboU,  C.  J.,  in  Bea^  v.  HaS  (1),  ''is  to  be  foundnot  so  mndi 
in  a  strict  etymolc^cal  propriety  of  language,  nor  even  in  popular 
use,  as  in  the  subject  ocr  occasion  on  which  they  are  used."  It  is' 
in  this  sense  that  liie  meaning  of  the  word  '^  Passengers  "  is  to  be 
here  considered,  and,  so  coiisidered,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinion, 
that  the  Captain's  Wife  end  her  Father  were  not  Passengers  within 
the  meaning  of  the  clause,  as  to  the  employment  of  Pilots  in  the 
17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104,  and  as  to  the  exoneration  of  Owners  of  Ships. 
If  the  Ship  was  not  carrying  Passengers  she  was  exempted  &om 
the  odmpulsory  pilotage  by  the  379th  section  of  the  Merehcbnt 
Shipping  Ad.  It  becomes  necessary,  therefore,  to  decide  what 
the  position  of  the  Owners  is  when  the  Vessel  was  in  the  charge  of 
a  duly  licensed  Pilot  whom  it  was  not  incumbent  on  them  to 

(1)  1  B.  &  0. 136. 
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-employ.     The  Paot  must  thearefore  be  conflideired  as  having  been        J.  o. 
Toluntaiily  selected  by  the  Owners^  who  are  xesponfiible  for  his       I8e9 
^efiault  whilst  acting  as  Pilot  in  charge  of  their  Ship,  unless  they  THsn^ov." 
can  farifiig  their  case  within  the  exoneration  clause>  section  368,        "*"" 
which  enacts  that ; — '^  Ko  Owner  or  Master  of  ai^  Ship  abaU  be 
answetaUe  to  any  person  whatever  for  ^any  kss  or  damage  occa- 
sioned by  the  fimlt  or  incapacity  of  any  qualified  Pilot  acting  in 
charge  of  such  Ship^  within  any  district  where  the  employuient  of 
^adi  Pilot  is  compulsory  by  law%"  : 

In  the  opinion  of  their  Lordships  this  eliia  is  gov^miod  fay  the 
decision  of  The  Btdtim  (1),  the  authority  of  which,  is  recognised  by 
KBUyt  GLB.y  in;  the  ^sase  of  The  Omeral  S^eam  Navigation  Oomfony 
y.  The  BriUA  OclUmal  Steam  NamffHiion  Oompany  {2\  the  ground 
ol  which  decision  is  explained  by  Bffle$,  J^  in  d^veifing  the  judg^ 
memt  of  the  Exehequer  Ghamiber  (3). 

The  lefozied  Judge  expounds  the  388th  section  as  requiring; 
that  ibe  Pikt  should  be  oompulsorily  employed  within  the  dis- 
trict wliere  the  injury  occurred,  in  order  to  exempt  the  Owners 
from  responsibility  for  his  default.  This  (he  says)  ^  obviates  ail 
the  misehiaf  which  might  be  apprehended  from  Captains  •  of  Ships 
uunecessariljr  and  improperly  employing  Pilots  to  escape  the  r&r 
sponsibility  of  nav^tien,  while  it  preserves  the  sole  respoinsibility 
of  the  Pilot  in  the  whole  of  the  district 'for  which  he  was  employed." 
He  adds  that  their  decision  '^  does  not  codfliet  with  the  case  of  The 
•Stettm  (l)y  where  the  Pilot  was  tahen  on  board,  where  and  when  by 
law  there  was  no  necessity  to  take  him."  This  expkmaiticHi  will 
be  loundto  be  strictiy  applicable  to  the  present  case^ 

In  answer  to  tbis,  it  is  strongly  objected  on  the  other  side  that 
the  case  of  Lueey  v.  Ingram  (4)  is  directly  at  variance  with  the  case 
•of  The  Siettin  (1),  and  that  as  it  was  not  cited*  in  the  case  of  The 
SfeUin,  the  authority  of  that  case  is  consequently  thereby  weakened* 

Their  Lordships  are  of  opinion,  that  there  are  two  answers  to 
this.  In  the  first  place  it  is  to  be  observed  that  as  the  case  of 
Ltioetf  V.  Ingram  (4)^  had  been  under  the  notice  and  consideration  of 
Dr.  Luehingion  in  several'  cases  before  he  decided  the  case  of  The 
Stettin  (1),  it  must  be  taken  to  have  been  present  to  his  mind  at  that 

(1)  Br.  &  Lnsh.  190.  (3)  Law  Rep.  4  Ex.  247. 

(2)  Law  Rep.  3  Ex.  349.  (4)  6  M.  &  W.  302. 
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J.O.       time^  bat,  secondly  (and  ^Aidi  is  m<)re  matedal,  as  it  expla&is 

ised       ^y  Dr.  Lmhmfion  dia  not  think  it  neeessary  to  lefer  to  1^ 

TBB**Lioff.'*  case)^  upon  a  close  era^iuaition  it  does  not  &ppQ«tiib  tete  aay 

"^~^'     conciliate  bearing  upon  Hkb  case  (rf  2%«  BtdHi^i}),  luxd  if  so,  it  fai» 

not  upon  idle  present  case.  -  -         '-    ^   i  ■ 

■The  case  of  Lisieey  v.  Ingratni^WA  decided  upontiM  6Geo^4y 

c;  125,  ss.  56  and  72,  and  thoagh  it  was  ooiic^ded  te  atgccaient,  illat 

the  sections  are  eqtdveilent,  or  n^rly  so,  to  the  17  ^  IS  Tiet« 

c.  104,  s.  388,  it  does  not  so  appeiar  upon  a  mnrnte  e9EaminA1aon« 

The  72nd  sectioDttf  6  6eo;4  made  itinciHfiibenton  the  IPilot  to  act; 

if  he  were  required  so  to  do  by  the  Master  e^  Owner  ^f  any  8bip^ 

wanting  a  Pilot,  and- the  fdimer  sectioo^k,  se^t.  ^5,  ejEOn^faAea'tbe 

Owners  fitom  responsibility,  ^^for  any  damage  whkb'  shdtdd  hip^ 

by  reason  of  the  neglect,  defEkxilt,  or  incapacity  of  any  l!ceDs^-l^il0(; 

acting  in  the  charge  of  such  ^ip  under  or  in  ptiirsiutoce'of  any  et 

the  provisions  of  this  Act.*' 

This  was  held  to  inclvKle  two  oases,  finst,  the  oase  where  <the> 
Pilot  was  bound  to  act  when  required;  and  secondly,  the  ease 
where  the  OwnexB  were  bound  to  employ  a  Pilot;  and.Baixm 
Fdrhe^  in  delivering  the  judgment,  refera  to  its  comptrehenspr^ 
terms  as  an  '^extended  exemption;"  and  he  suggests  theprobaUe 
policy  from  which  this  extended  exemption  arose  (8). 

That  this  decision  is  to  be  considered  4U»  properly  to-be  i^efetted 
to  the  special  and  extended  exoneration  enacted  by  the  6  Gee.  4, 
c.  125,  is  manifest  as  well  from  the  judgment  delivered  by  Baron 
Parhe  as  from  the  observations  of  Dr.  Lu%hington  in  the  cases  of  2%4 
Agrieola  (4),  and  The  Eden  (5),  and  per  Kdhj^  O.B.,  in  The  Chnieral 
Steam  Navigaiion  Compam/  v.  The  British  cmd  Colonial  Skom 
Navigation  Company  (6). 

Lucey  v.  Ingram  (2)  was  cited  in  argument  in  the  case  of  Th 
Annapolie  (7),  where  Dr.  Luehingion  refers  to  the  ordinary  principle 
of  exemption  as  explained  by  him  in  the  case  of  The  Maria  (8),  cmd 
in  The  Annapolis  (9),  and  he  states  this  principle  to  be  in  strict 
accordance  with  that  of  the  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  194,  s.  388  (9). 

(1)  Br.  &  Lush.  199.  (5)  2  W.  Rob.  446. 

(2)  6  M.  &  W.  302.  (6)  Law  Rep.  3  Kx.  349. 

(3)  Ibid.  316.  (7)  Lush.  301-4. 

(4)  2  W.  Rob.  20.  (8)  1  W.  Rob.  106. 

(9)  Lush.  311-2. 
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^ ^Tb&.  distinotioQ. .Wtween  ti»  s^cljoiA.in  .the  tnO; . Sitatutea  wbea  t  J.  0^ 
co^mpar^d  ia  obyjous  ;t^j6  Geo«  4,i  a.  >12&,  ^.  gj^ :  'f  J^iihdit  fioirthegr,  ia89 
emtf^bed  iliatii»  Ownear  or-Maete&r  of  9f^f^  SWp  or  V^s^el.  e;^U  )b^,T^'«Lioif. 
aM^ers^Q  for.  i^pj  loey^  !j(Nr\daM%e  wbioji  ^11 1^9.ppQB(  lio  wy  person . 
or  persons  whomsoever  from  or  by  reason  of  4)iQW8  pf  any  Qe^JeQti^ . 
d^a9l^>i^oodiiip0t^nc(y;y.or  jncapaeity,  of  aojr  UQ^nsed  Pilot  acting 
i|i^^ioh«i;geof 'li^y^uoh  Sh^^  of  Teasel runder  .or ^iijpiwsuance  of, 
wy  af  the  pr(jvisio}iB  of  this  Aot,  where.jaT^  w>  Ipngi^.auph,  Pilqt, 
sb^'jiw^^ajy,  qualified  to,  baye  ike^  pharg^^pf  sucfr  Ship  pr  ^Vp^ppl, 
oiQ  wher^.  aii4  ^Q  jlQBg  <  as  3qk>  dnjy .  qii^eli&ed,  Pilot  '^l^U  have  .pfiiBrpdj 
tp  tftk^y^^arg^  tb^tDot."  .    ,,./    .  ...7   K  .  ..;  .!  ;i 

..iaipMtf^ti|*e,lT&  I8.yiet,.?e<rfi.  388,,/^aotfi,:ti\ftt.«i^p  Pvft^r.W/ 
Bfosjter.of  «^y  Ship  shall  jb^  leftiawiwriible  tp  afty.pfacson.  wbi^tey^  fpri 
apy  ]^^s  pr  ^jELxjaog^  ppoa9ionp4  by  the  fault  or  inc^paeity  pf  itny; 
gftaM^iPilpt.^Piii^.ili.cbaygp  of.wqh  Ship,  within  any. di^^ript , 
where  the  employment  of  such  Pilot  is  compul^ify  by.lawr."  .  Jt  )»j 
plaviy  ther^fore^  that  t}io  fii^t  clause. give^  izn^iuiiity  to  the  Qwi^er 
wh©»ey^?  thp  Yefl8el.i8..in  the  pharge  pf /any  lic^nseA  Pilot>  where, 
l^p  i^  .qni^fied  to  h^y©  oharge  of  the  Veesel,  pr  where  no  4^ly. 
qii(^i^d<  I^iipt-  has  bpeaappointed  to  talce  charge  thereof;  >vfaile  the 
second  o^ause^  sect.  388,  o{  the  Merchant  Sliippinff  J^  only  applies 
to  the  case  whew  the  .epi|ilpymPAt  of  the  Pilot  is  pompulspry  by  law., 

; ,  Accordingly,  ppntcaatijQg  the  extended  expberatlou  in  6  Qeoi  4, 
Cm  125,  fi«  .55j  Yiith  the  noore  limited  esonaration  is^  17  &  18  Vict, 
c.  1.Q4,  s»  388,  and  the  policy  suggested  by  Parke,  B.,  as  the 
girppi),d  of  the  former,  with  that  suggested  by  Byles^  J«,  with  xe- 
^rence  to  the  latter,  their  Lordships  are  of  opinioiu,  that  the  true 
interpretation  of  the  enactment  by  which  the  present  case  is 
governed  depends  on  this,  whether  the  employment  of  the  Pilot 
wa^  compulsory,  and  that  it  cannot  be  affected  by  anything  deci4ed 
in  lAicey  y.  I»ffram(\\  and  that  the  authority  or  soundness  of  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  The  Stettin  (2)  is  not  in  any  way  prejudiced 
by  the  omission  to  notice  the  case  of  Lucey  v.  Ingram  (3). 

The  17  &  18  Yict.  c.  104,  s.  388,  has  been  acted  on  in  the  case 
of  The  Stettin,  and  has  also  been  clearly  expounded  in  the  judg- 
ment of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  in  the  case  of  The  General  Steam 
Navigation   Company  v.  The  British  Colonial  Steam  Navigation 
(1)  6  M.  &  W.  316.         (2)  Br.  &  Lush.  199.  (3)  6  M.  &  W.  302. 
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J.  C.       Company  (1),  and  according  to  the  principle  of  these  decisions,  the 

1869       Owners  are  not  exonerated  from  responsibility  for  the  de&nlt  of 

The  '<  LioK.**  the  Pilot  whom  they  have  selected  and  placed  in  charge  of  ibair 

Ship,  when  by  law  there  was  no  obligation  imposed  on  them  to 

take  such  Pilot  and  put  him  in  charge. 

Having  come  to  the  conclusion  that  there  were  no  Passengers  on 
board  the  lAon  at  the  time  of  the  collision,  their  Lordships  are  of 
opinion  that  the  Master  was  not  mider  any  compulsion  to  take  a 
Pilot ;  and,  secondly,  that  having  taken  a  Hlot,  even  smgiiTning 
that  the  Pilot  was  bound  to  act,  this  does  not  in  sueh  circumstances 
exonerate  the  Owners  from  responsibility  for  the  errors  committed 
by  the  Pilot  in  a  case  where  they  were  not  compellable  to  take  a 
Pilot,  and  put  him  in  charge  of  the  VesseL 

In  the  observations  their  Lordships  have  made  ihey  have  acted 
on  the  assumption  that  West  was  a  duly  licensed  Pilot,  and  that  he 
had  charge  of  the  Vessel ;  but  it  would  be  improper  to  part  with 
this  case  without  calling  attention  to  the  fact  that  West  himdelf 
swears  that  he  took  charge  of  the  Ship  as  a  Waterman,  and  not  as 
a  Pilot  He  was  not  engaged  by  the  Captain,  but  was  sent  by 
Oharle9  Boots,  another  Pilot ;  whether  sent  by  the  Owners  or  not 
does  not  appear. 

Their  Lordships,  therefore,  concur  with  the  learned  Judge  of 
the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  opinion,  that  the  presence  of  the 
Captain's  Wife  and  her  Father  in  the  Lion,  in  the  ciroumstances  of 
the  case  as  detailed  in  the  evidence,  did  not  constitute  them 
Passengers ;  that  no  act  done  after  the  collision  could  convert  them 
into  the  character  of  Passengers  if  they  did  not  previou^y  fill 
that  character ;  and  also  that  the  Lion  had  not  on  board  of  her  at 
the  time  of  the  collision  a  Pilot  employed  by  them  under  com- 
pulsion of  law ;  and  that  the  Owners  of  the  Lion  are  liable  to  pay 
to  the  Owners  of  the  YorJctown  the  damage  done  to  her  by  the 
inexcusable  collision  of  the  Lion  ;  and  their  Lordships  will,  there- 
fore, humbly  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  decision  of  the  learned 
Judge  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty  be  affirmed,  with  costs. 

Solicitor  for  the  Appellants :  Thomas  Cooper. 
Solicitors  for  the  Respondents :  EUis,  Parker,  &  Clarke. 

(1)  Law  Rep.  3  Ex.  330;  S.  C.  4  Ex.  238, 
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THE  QUEEN    .    •    . Appellant;       j.c* 

<  AND  1869 

MICHAEL  MUKPHY Eespondekt.     /^2. 

ON  APPEAL  FROM  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NEW  SOUTH 

WALES. 

Oriminol  Proadure — Venire  de  novo^Fdcny-^-^flew  TriaL 

A  Prisoner  having  been  tried  and  convicted  of  a  capital  Felony^,  by  a 
-  Coturt  of  Oyer  and  Temuner  in  New  South  Waka,  and  sentence  of  death 
passed,  and  the  judgment  entered  up  on  the  Record,  an  application  was  made 
to  the  Supreme  Court,  sitting  in  Banco,  for  a  rule  for  a  Venire  de  novo,  on  an 
afiBdavit  which  stated,  that  one  of  the  jury  had) informed  the  Deponent,  that 
pending  the  trial,  and 'before  the  vetdiot,  the  juiy  having  a^amed  to  an 
Hotel,  had  access  to  News^pen  which  contained  a  report  of  the  trial  as  it 
proceeded,  with  comments  thereon.  The  Supreme  Court  made  the  rule 
absolute,  considering,  that  there  had  been  a  mis-trial,  and  ordered,  an  entry  to 
be  made  on  the  Reooi^  or  the  clrcumstsandes  deposed  to  ;•— ^that  the  jodgment  on 
the  verdict  should  be  vacated,  and  a  fresh  trial  liad.  On  appeal  to  Her 
Majesty  in  Council,  Md^  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  acting  on  the  case 
of  Beg.  V.  Bertrand  (1) : 

First,  that  the  discretionaiy  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  to  grant  new 
trials  does  not  extend  to  cases  of  Felony ;  and  that  a  Venire  de  novo  cannot 
be  awarded  after  verdict  upon  a  charge  of  Felony,  tried  upon  a  good  indict^ 
ment  and  by  a  competent  Tribunal ; 

Secondly,  that  if  a  Venire  de  novo  could  be  awarded  upon  an  application 
by  way  of  etmc  on  appeal,  the  proceeding  in  the  Supreme  Court  was  defective 
in  form,  and  not  warranted  by  the  suggestion  entered  on  the  Record ;  and 
•  therefore. 

Thirdly,  that  the  Order  for  vacating  the  judgment,  and  for  a  Venire  de 
9U>ve,  must  b^  reversed. 

XN  this  appeal  the  Appellant^  the  Hod.  James  Martin,  Her 
Majesty's  Attorney-General  for  the  Colony  of  New  South  WaleSj 
sought  to  obtain  the  reversal  of  a  judgment  of  the  Supreme  Court, 
granting  a  Venire  faeias  de  novo,  in  the  case  of  The  Queen  against 
the  Be£^ndent,  Murphy,  after  verdict  and  sentence  for  a  capital 
Felony,  under  the  following  circumstances : — 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  520. 


*  Present : — Sib  William  Erle,  Sib  FitzRoy  Kellv  (Lord  Chief  Babon), 
Sir  R.  PmLLDfOBE  (Judge  of  the  High  Court  of  Adhibaltt),  and  Sib 
Joseph  Napieb,  Babt. 
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J.  a  On  the  12th  of  August,  1867,  an  infonuation  was  filed  in  the 

1869        Sapreme  Court  of  the  Colony,  at  Sydney,  by  the  Attorney-General 
g„_        of  that  Colony,  charging  the  Respondent  i^ith  the  murder  of  one 
Mc»HT      Samuel  Haasen.     To  this  information  the  Respondent  pleaded  not 
-:^'      guiHyi  a°4  issue  was  joined  thereon. 

The  Respondent  was  tried  on  the  19th,  20th,  and  2lBt  days  of 
August,  1867,  at  the  Session  of  the  Court  of  Oyer  and  Terminer 
and  General  Gaol  Delivery  then  holden,  upon  the  above  informa- 
tion, before  Mr,  Justice  Cheeke,  one  of  the  Judges  of  the  Court, 
an4  a  jury- 
After  having  heard  the  evidence  for  the  Crown  and  the  Prisoner, 
and  having  been  addressed  by  the  Counsel  for  the  Crown  and  the 
Prisoner  respectivelyj  and  charged  by  the  Judge,  tbe  jury,  on  I.ho 
21st  of  August,  retired  to  consider  their  verdict ;  and  on  the  next 
day  they  returned  into  Court,  and,  by  their  Foreman,  stated  that 
they  had  not  agreed,  and  were  not  at  any  time  likely  to  agree, 
concerning  their  verdict ;  and  having  been  theu  kept,  withoutsepa- 
rating,  for  the  space  of  upwards  of  three  days  and  three  nigh^a — 
during  more  thaif  tiventy-seven  hours  of  whicb  they  had  been 
deliberating  on  the  matters  before  them — they  were  discbairged  by 
the  Judge  from  giviiig  any  verdict. 

The  Kespoiidi'tit  was  again  tried  on  the  same  information  at  the, 
next  Session  of  tin;  Supreme  Coijrt  as  a  Court  of  Oyer  and  Ter- 
miner and  General  Gaol  delivery,  on  the^  lOtJi,  11th,  12th,  ISthx 
and  14th  of  September,  1867,  before  Bfr.  Justice'  Fauceti,  anothef 
of  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court,  and  another  jury  j  when  the 
jury  found  that  the  Respondent  was  guilty  of  the  mi^rder  c^i^edi. 
and  thereupon  the  Respondent  was  sentenced  to  death. 

It  appeared  that,  after  the  adjournment  of  the  Courf  on  th?- 
eveninga  of  the  lOth,,  11th,  12th,  and  13th  of  September  respec- 
tively, the  jurors  were  lodged  at  BiUt's  Metropolitan  Eoid,  in  Sydney, 
under  the  charge  of  the  SlierifT.  During  the  times  when  tliey  were, 
at  such  Hotel,  and  before  giving  tlieir  verdict,  tlie  jurors  had  access, 
to  the  Newspapers  of  the  day.wliich  contained  reports  of  the  .trial 
80  far  as  it  had  gone.  The  heading  of  the  report  in  one  of  such, 
papers  was  "  The  South  Creek  Murder  Case,"  and  in  one  report  was 
the  following  passage :  "  The  witness  was  cross-examined,  but  was 
not  shaken  in  his  evidence."    The  jurors  were  also  allowed,  during 


y6Ii;il]  cases  in  IhepiuVt  CbiwciL.'  537 

the  time  of  tlieir  sojoarn  at  tW  Hotel,  to  Hold  comiauiucation,  J'.OT 
Tvithout  the  permission'  of  tke  presiding  Judge,  with  persons  other  l8fi9 
than  the  Officers  iioi  charge  of  thetn ;  but  such  communications  had        Rbq; 

no  reference  to  the  iaatters  in  issue.  ■  •  %t;*^;'    '^ 

,<    1   .        '     '     '^      '       i    c'      .       '  4w       ,    '•  Jill  111  HY, 

On  the  19th  of  September,  loo7,  a  rule  nm  was  granted  by  the       

Supreme  Court,  calling  upon  the  Appellant  {o  shew  cause  why  ft 
Yenire  de  novo  should  not  issue  for  the  trial  of  the  Hespdndent  oh 
grounds  appearing  i^  ain  6,'ffidavit  of  one  flar^,  referred  io  in  the 
rule,  and  which  grouhdis  were,  that  the  jurors,  after  they  had  been 
empannelled  to  try  the  issue,  and  during  their  sojoi^rn  at  thieBojtel, 
and  before  they  delivered  their  verdict,  were  allowed  the  free  jcise 
of  the  Newspapers  of  the  5ay  contaiiiing  the  report  of  the  Trial 
so  far  a»  it' had  gone,  and  that  intercourse,  without  reference  to 
the  matter  in  issue,  and  without  the  permission  of  the  presiding 
Judge,  was  permitted  between  the  jurors  and  other  persons  not 
being  in  charge  of  them  during  the  time  they  were  located  at  the 

Hotel.'     '        ••;■■■■  ■''.'''■  '^    '."  '. 

On  the  24th  of  September,  1867,  the  rule  was,  after  reading 
further  affidavits,  and  hearing  CJoiinsel  for  the  Crown  and  for  the 
Bespondent,  made  absolute,  and  by  such  rule  it  was  ordered,  that 
an  entry  should  be  made  on  the  Record  of  the  Respondent's  con- 
viction of  tlie  charge,  to  the  eflfect'that,  after  the  jury  had  been 
empannelled  to  try  the  case,  and  "before  they  delivered  their  verdict," 
they  were  improperly  allowed  the  free  use  of  the  Ifewspapers  of 
the  day,  which  icontaiiied  reports  of  the  trial  as  fai'  as  it  had  gone, 
in  one  of  which  Newspapers  the  heading  given  was  *^  The  Bov£h 
Creole  Mv/rder  Case^  and,  lastly,  that  a  Venire  facias  de  novo  should 
issue  for  the  trial  of  the  Respondent  upoh  the  charge  contained 
in  the  information. 

A  suggestion  in  pursuance  of  the  rule  absolute  was  thereupon 
entered  upon  the  Record,  and  an  entry  was  also  made  oh  the  Reeord, 
that  it  had  been  ordered  by  the  Court  that  the  judgment  on  the 
verdict  should  be  vacated,  and  that  the  Sheriff  should  cause  a  new 
jury  to  be  summoned  for  the  trial  of  the  issue  joined  upon  the  in- 
formation aforesaid, '  and  that  the  Prisoner  was  remanded  to  the 
custody  of  the  Sheriff  in  order  to  take  his  trial  on  that  inJbrma-' 
lion  accordingly. 

The  Appellant,  Her  Majesty's  Attorney-General  for  the  .Colony 
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XC.  of  New  South  Wdlet,  afterwards  presented  a  petition  piajiiig  for 
1S89  special  leave  to  appeal  against  the  judgment  of  the  2ftli  of  Sep- 
Bao.  tember,  1867,  raeating  the  judgment  on  the  aforesaid  yeidict,  and 
awarding  a  Venire  de  novo ;  and  on  the  29tii  of  Febmarjr,  1868, 
Her  Majesty  in  Council  gave  the  Appellant  special  leare  to 
appeal  (1)« 

In  accordance  with  the  rule  <^  the  Judicial  Ckanmittee  of  the 
12th  of  Febmarj,  1845  (2),  the  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Oonrt 
transmitted  their  reasons  for  the  judgment  directing  a  Venire  de 
novo,  which,  though,  in  substance,  the  same  as  contained  in  the 
report  of  the  case  in  the  I(ev>  Sotdh  Wales  Supreme  Court  Be- 
ports  (8),  end  originally  delirered  orally  and  afTM^ui^  by  the  Judges, 
yetbeing,forthepurpoBeof  this  appeal,  reduoed  into  writing  by  the 
learned  Judges,  and  iuYolving  a  questaca  of  great  impoitanoe 
respecting  appeals  in  criminal  cases,  are  here  insertecL 

The  reasons  oi  ibs  (Met  Justice,  Sir  Alfred  Stepkmi,  wene  as 
follows : — *^  I  am  of  c^nnion,  that  there  must  be  a  Venire  de  woiv. 
It  is  laid  down  in  TidXs  Pvactioei  rol.  xL,  puSSS  [8tii  Ed*],  dtiAga 
note  to  JDavieM  t.  Pierce  (4X  that  a  Vonipre  de  novo  is  grantaibfe 
when  the  jury  haye  misconducte4  themsehea  The  authority 
quoted  for  this  position  is  a  case  mentioned  in  JZod  t.  Sufgine^). 
In  Viner'e  AhT.,f.  468,  tit.  'Triar(E^g-4),  it  is  said  tka*  '<%n» 
was  awarded  against  the  Und^vSh^iff  charged  to  ke^  a  jury,  aaA 
he  permitted  them  to  go  and  to  have  meat  and  drink^  for  he,  'updu 
his  examination,  confessed  the  matter,  which  is  of  record  now,  aid 
he  is  an  Officer,  &q^  and^  therefore,  captaa,  4ai*s  and  against  the  jury, 
because  the  matter  is  only  surmise.  Venire  Jitdaai  was  awaMied^  and 
another  Venire  faeiae  between  the  parties  at  issue  to  return  atnew 
jury.'  In  the  maigin  it  is  added,  ^Brooke  says^  It  seems  that 
this  matter  was  confessed^  or  notably  proved/  Sdt*  Jurors,  pL  12. 
In  Eale'e  P.  C,  voL  ii.  p.  806,  it  is  said  that,  ^  if,  after  the  jury  mrom, 
either  party  deliver  a  piece  of  evidence  to  the  jury,  and  the  Terdidt 
is  given  for  him  that  delirered  it^  it  ^hall  avoid  the  yerdie^  but 
then  this  must  appear  by  examination,  and  be  endorsed  upon  the 
^podea  or  verdict  so  as  it  appears  of  record.'  The  distinction  between 

(1)  Ante,  p.  35.  (3)  VoL  vi.  p.' 24. 

(2)  4  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  App.  p.  xxv.  (4)  2  T.  IL  126.  '  ^ 

(5)  2  Str.  887. 
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an  award  of  a  Venire  de  novo^  and  a  rale  for  a  new  trial,  appears  to  J.  C. 
1^,  says  Serjeant  Mamiinffy  in  a  note  to  GovJd  y.  Oliver  (1),  ^  that  1869 
the  former  is  idways  founded  upon  some  irregnlarity  or  miscarriage  Bbo. 
apparent  upon  the  fiw3e  of  the  record,  whilst  the  latter  is  an  inter-  murphy 
ference  by  the  Court,  in  the  discretionary  exercise  of  a  species  of  — " 
equitable  jurisdiction,  for  the  purpose  of  relieying  a  party  against 
a  latent  grievance.  After  a  rule  for  a  new  trial,  and  a  new  trial 
had  thereon,  the  record  is  in  the  same  state  as  if*  no  trial,  except 
the  last,  had  taken  place,  whereas  upon  a  Venire  de  novo,  the  fact 
of  the  first  trial,  and  the  circumstances  under  which  that  trial 
becaatne  nugatory  or  abortive,  and  which  rendered  a  second  trial  a 
matter,  not  of  discretion  but  of  right,  necessarily  appear  on  the 
record/  And,  again,  in  the  following  page,  HcfJe^  P.  0.,  vol.  ii.  p.  308, 
Lord  Ohief  Justice  Sak  says,  *  If  depositions  are  read  in  Court  to  the 
jury,  and  after  the  jury  swam  and  going  £rom  the  bar,  the  solicitor 
4M*  prosecutor  for  the  King  or  party,  without  consent  of  parties  or 
order  of  the  Court,;  deliver  the  copies  of  the  deposition  to  the  jury, 
if  they  find  agaitst  him  on  whose  part  the  copies  were  delivered, 
the.  verdict  is  good,  bat  if  they  find  for  him  on  whose  part  they 
.were  delivered,  and  this  appear  by  examination,  and  be  (as  it 
ougla^t  to  be)  endaised  upon  ii^  poriea  or  record,  the  verdict  shall 
he  .quashed,  and  a  new  Vetkire  fcuM^y  or  award  for  a  new  jury,  shall 
b^  returned."  If  the  Court  is  satisfied  by  evidence  before  it  that 
tJbere  has  beema  miscarriage  of  ju£ftice,  the  authorities  shew  that 
ik»  Conrt .  haa  authority  to  direct  the  matter  to  be  entered  on  the 
record,  and  it  thus  appears  on  what  ground  the  Venire  de  novo  is 
awaided.  I  think,  therefore,  that  it  is  our  duty  to  direct  the 
.matter  to  be  stated  on  the  reoord,  as  was  done  in  Bea  v.  Fowler  (2). 
An  entry  was  there  made  like  the  one  I  propose  to  have  made  in 
this  Qaae.  I  am  satisfied  that  what  occurred  here  was  by  the  per- 
misBion  of  the  Officers  in  charge  of  the  jury,  they  being,  in  fact. 
Officers  of  the  Crown.  The  jurors  vrere  allowed  to  read,  and  some 
of  them  did,  in  iaclv  read,  reports  (or  papers  purporting  to  be 
reports)  of  tiie  evidence  daily  ^ven  at  the  trial,  or  said  to  have 
been  given,  so  fat  as  it  had  proceeded.  There  is  nothing  to  shew 
whether  the  evidence  was  rightly  or  wrongly  reported.  These 
reports  may,  as  far  as  appears,  have  been  written  by  the  Crown  or 

(1)  2  M.  &  G.  238.  _  _  (2)  4  B.  &  Aid.  273. 


V. 

MURPUY. 
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J.  0.  the  authority  of  the  Crown.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  the  Officers 
1869  of  the  Crown  permitted  the  jurors  to  read  reports,  or  what  pur- 
Eeg.  ported  to  be  reports,  of  the  trial.  Such  a  proceeding,  in  my 
opinion,  was  wrong  and  dangerous  in  the  last  degree.  The  News- 
papers might  have  contained  a  comment  on  the  trial.  In  fact,  the 
foUov^dng  passage  was  contained  in  the  report,  *  The  witness  was 
cross-examined,  but  was  not  shaken  in  his  evidence.'  What  was 
done .  must  be  considered  to  have  been  done  by  one  of  the  parties 
to  the  proceeding,  and  therefore  it  vitiates  the  verdict.  I  have 
come  to  this  conclusion,  although  keenly  alive  to  the  absurdity  of 
adhering  to  form  rather  than  substance  in  the  conduct  of  criminal 
proceedings.  It  is  quite  possible  to  pervert  rules  of  practice  so  as 
to  secure  impunity  to  guilt.  But  I  think  that  there  has  been  in 
this  case  a  substantial  miscarriage  of  justice,  or,  at  all  events,  an 
extreme  risk  of  such  miscarriage.  The  mischief  is  obvious,  and 
the  proceeding  so  dangerous  that  no  Court  could  sanction  it.  It  is 
better  to  allow  the  case  to  go  down  to  another  trial  than  to  allow 
the  verdict  to  stand.  As  to  the  effect  of  communicating  with  a 
juryman  in  respect  to  indifferent  matters,  it  would  be  monstrous,  I 
think,  to  say  that  a  juryman  should  not  receive  a  communication 
ttom.  his  wife  as  to  the  illness  of  'a  child,  or  as  to  circumstances 
which  might  irretrievably  injure  his  fortunes.  I  never,  understood 
that  jurymen  might  not  receive  communications  of  this  kind«  In 
order  to  set  aside  a  verdict  on  such  a  ground,  it  would  be  neces- 
sary to  shew  that  some  mischief  had  been  caused  by  what  had 
occurred." 

Mr.  Justice  Sar grave  stated  his  reasons  as  follows : — ^First :  I 
concurred  generally  in  the  Chief  Justice's  elaborate  statement  in 
Court,  and  review  of  the  old  authorities  as  to  writs  of  Venire  de 
novo  from  very  early  date  to  the  present  time,  but  not  having  read 
the  written  reasons  of  the  Chief  Justice  as  now  filed,  I  assume  that 
these  authorities  justify  the  technical  issue  of  this  writ  on  this 
present  occasion,  on  the  ground  that  the  trial  was  conducted  with 
such  a  substantial  and  gross  miscarriage  of  justice  as  required  the 
whole  trial  to  be  treated  as  a  nullity,  and  this  independently  of  all 
consent  from  any  party.  Secondly :  I  think  that  the  giving  of 
printed  Newspapers  to  the  jurors  during  the  trial,  containing  (as 
was  admitted)  alleged  reports  of  the  case  composed  by  mere  News- 


V, 

3IUBPHT. 


V^I^  IL]  CASES  IN  THE  PRIVY  COUNCIL.  541 

paper  emjotoyes,  or  any  other  iinofiSci«^  bystanders,  being  the  usual        J.  C. 

popular  summaries  of  the  evidence,  interspersed  with  remarks        1869 

upon  the  relative  importance  and  effect  of  particular  testimony,        2«g[ 

the  demeanors  of  the  witnesses,  the  reporter's  opinions  as  to  the 

effect  and  bearing  of  cross-examination,  and  the  usual  condensed 

popular  narrative  of  the  speeches  of  Counsel,  and  other  Court  pro* 

ceedings  of  this  trial — were  circumstances  which  constituted  a 

substantial  miscarriage  of  justice,  and  which  seemed  to  me  to 

come  strictly  (however  unintentionally)  within  the  Common  law 

offence  of  **  embracery,"  as  defined  (by  Hawkins,  I.,  P.  C,  ct.  27  (8), 

gecfi.  1,  5,  and  other  authorities,  cited  in  1  RusselTB  Criminal  Law, 

ch.  XXI.  p.  264  [4th  Ed.]  )  to  be  *  any  practice  which  tends  to  affect 

the  administration  of  justice  by  improperly  working  on  the  minds  of 

jurors.'    The  jurors  ought  not  even  to  be  *  Aistructed  by  letters, 

persuasion?,  &c./  but  only  by  the  strength  of  the  evidence,  and  the 

arguments  of  Counsel  in  open  Court.  If  such  a  practice  as  that  under 

consideration  should  be  pow  authoritatively  sanctioned  by  this  Court, 

or  even  for  an  instant  tolerated,   it  is  impossible  to  foresee  the 

perversions  of  justice  which  may  easily  foUoTiT;  and  the  Common 

Law  and  Statutes  referred  to  by  Sawkiris  atid  BusseU  were  in* 

tended  to  prevent  all  such  irregularities  by  makitig  all  such 

•offences  indictable^    Thirdly:  I  think  that  the!  delivery  of  these 

Newspaper]^  to  the  jury,  whether  by  way  of  substitution  for  the 

perusal  of  the  Judge's  notes,  or  in  addition  iliereto,'  Wai?,  in  feet,  a 

gross,  contempt  of  Court,  and  within  the  decisions  of  TLiord  Lcmff- 

dale  in  lAttler  v.  Thompson  (1),  and  of  Lord  Cottenhim  in  Ledhmere 

(Jhqrlto^is  Case.(2)y  as  an  'attempt  by  private  communication  to 

influence  the  conduqt  of  any  one  invested  with  the  duty  of  judicially 

disposing  of  matters  peiiding  in  Couri,'  or  ^to  obstruct 'the  ordi- 

nary  course^  of  justice.*    I  need  scarcely  point  "out  that  the  de-* 

livery  of  thei^e  alleged  reports,  even  though  l^erng  open,  and  in 

•Court,  or  even  by  consent  of  the  Judge  and  of  the  parties,  are 

circupistances  not  in  the  sL'ghtest  degree  altering  the  illegality  of 

suqU  conduct,  as  contrary  to  all  judicial  regularity  and  criminal 

procedure.     Fourthly,  I  considered  the  decisions  of  the  House  of 

Lords  in  O'Connell  y.  Reg.  (3),  and  of  the  Privy  Council  in  Bertranffs 

.      (1)  2  P«*v.  120.  .  •  (2)  2  Jfyl.  &  Cr.  316. 

(3)  11  a  &  F.  155. 
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J.  G.       C(u$  (l)y  as  strongly  directed  against  all  snch  excq^tional  noreUies 

1S69        IB  criminal  prooedmey  bdng  neceasarfly  calcnlated  to  lender  trial 

rb6.       l^jiUT  '<^  dabsion,  a  modcezy,  and  a  snare^'  and  'to  interrapi  the 

McsniT     ^^^  ^^  orderly  administration  of  the  law/    Many  oilier  mis- 

chi^  theoretical  and  ptactical,  arisbig  from  the  coniae  adopted  in 

this  case,  were  pointed  ont  by  Mr.  PUder  as  Coonsel  for  the 
Piisonery  but  ihe  ahoye  were  the  chief  grounds  of  my  own  judg- 
ment. I  think  it  rig^t  to  add,  that  the  report  in  6  Supreme  Court 
Beports,  24  to  35,  is  very  erroneous  in  many  parttculars. 

Mr.  Justice  Faucett  added : — ^"'The  following  is  in  substance  what 
I  said  when  giving  judgment  in  this  case.  Saving  expressed  my 
general  concurrence  in  the  obserrations  made  by  the  Chief  Justice 
and  Mr.  Justice  Hargrave,  I  then  said,  I  am  of  opinion,  that  an 
irr^ularity  has  been  committed,  and  the  only  question  is,  how  it 
ought  to  be  remedied.  The  Court  cannot  say,  that  the  matters 
improperly  brought  before  the  jury  did  not  influence  their  minds,^ 
.  The  irregularity  complained  of  was  allowed  by  the  Officer  of  the 
Crown  who  had  charge  of  the  jury,  and  the  case  is  in  this  respect 
somewhat  analogous  to  those  cases  in  which  evidence  had  been,, 
without  leave  of  the  Court,  handed  in  to  the  jury  by  one  of  the 
parties,  or  by  the  Attorney  of  one  of  the  parties;  but  as  I  consider 
the  act  was  an  oyersight  on  the  part  of  the  Officer,  I  prefer  to  rest 
my  decision  on  the  general  ground  that  what  purported  to  be  a 
report  of  the  evidence  had  got  improp^Iy  into  the  hands  of  the 
jury,  by  which  their  minds  might  have  been  prejudicially  affected, 
and  that  this  was  an  irregularity.  And,  on  the  whole,  I  consider 
that  this  irregularity  having  taken  place  out  of  Court,  and  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  presiding  Judge,  was,  in  effect,  snch  a  mis- 
conduct on  the  part  of  the  jury  as  ought  to  render  the  verdict 
void,  and  that,  in  accordance  with  and  in  analogy  to  the  authorities 
cited  in  Viner's  Abr.,  vol.  xxi.,  tit,  "  Trial "  G.  g.  6  to  19,  a  Venire  de 
novo  ought  to  be  granted.  I  also  think,  that  the  matter  complained 
of  ought  to  be  set  out  on  the  record." 

Sir  B.  PaJmer,  Q.C.,  and  Mr.  Cohen,  for  the  Appellant : — 

The  circumstances  of  the  case  are  very  simple :  though  the  jury 
\\  ere  unable  in  the  first  trial  to  agree,  yet  on  the  second  trial  they 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  520. 
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found  a  vwdict  of  guilty,  and  sentence  of  death  was  thereupon  pro-  J.  C. 
nounced  upon  the  Respondent.  No  objections  were  taken 'on  the  1869 
trial,  and  no  points  reserved.  Two  days  after,  upon  the  simple  Rsq. 
all^ation  contained  in  the  affidavit  of  Hart,  who  had  been  assigned     mcbfby. 

by  the  Court  to  act  as  Attorney  for  the  Prisoner,  that  he  had  been       

informed  by  one  of  the  jurors  that  during  the  trial  they  had  access 
to  the  Newspapers  of  the  day  containing  a  report  of  the  trial  as  it 
proceeded,  a  rule  for  a  Venire  de  novo  was  granted.  There  was  no 
evidence  that  any  of  the  jury  availed  themselves  of  such  access  to 
the  Newspaper  report,  or  even  read  or  were  influenced  by  it.  And 
yet  upon  this  meagre  and  inconclusive  evidence,  and  upon  an  ob- 
servation which  appeared  in  the  Newspapers,  and  to  which  the  Chief 
Justice  alone  referred,  though  the  Newspaper  report  does  not  seem 
to  have  been  properly  in  evidence,  namely,  that  the  witness  "  was 
cross-examined,  but  was  not  shaken  in  his  evidence,''  on  the  hearing 
<rf  the  rule  nidi  all  the  Judges  below  concurred  in  thinking,  that 
there  had  been  a  mis- trial,  and  that  the  only  remedy  was  the  order- 
ing a  writ  of  Venire  facias  de  novo.  That,  in  effect,  was  granting  a 
new  trial,  which,  in  a  case  of  Felony,  the  Supreme  Court  had  no 
power  to  do :  Beg,  v.  Bertrand  (1),  in  which  Beff,  v.  Seaife  (2)  was 
referred  to,  but  not  followed.  It  is  impossible  not  to  appreciate  the 
caution  and  tenderness  towards  the  Prisoner  which  the  decision  of 
the  learned  Judges  of  the  Supreme  Court  displayed,  but  we  main- 
tain that  the  Supreme  Court,  which  is  neither  a  Court  of  appeal  nor 
a  Court  of  Error,  had  no  power  to' grant  such  a  writ  after  a  verdict 
given  by  a  jury  duly  empanneUed.  Though  there  is  a  distinction 
between  the  ancient  form  of  a  Venire  facias  de  novo  and  the  modem 
practice  of  granting  a  new  trial,  yet  in  effect  they  are  the  same, 
the  granting  a  new  trial  being  the  simpler  and  more  ordinary 
form,  and,  therefore,  adopted  in  modem  times  in  all  civil  suits.  A 
Venire  facias  can  only  issue  upon  matter  appearing  on  the  Record. 
In  Wiiham  v.  Lewis  (3)  the  distinction  is  taken  between  the  old  and 
the  modem  practice  of  a  new  triaL  Here  the  Becord,  with  the 
judgment,  was  complete ;  the  reason  stated  as  ground  for  a  Venire 
de  novo  is  matter  suggested  after  entry  of  the  judgment,  and  when 
the  record  was,  in  fact,  complete.  Even  if  the  matter  su^ested 
were  strictly  on  the  Becord,  it  is  not  such  as  would  warrant  a  writ 
(1)  Law  Eep.  1  P.  0.  620.  (2)  17  Q.  B.  238.  (3)  1  Wik  55. 
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J.  C.       of  Venire  de  novo.    To  do  that  it  must  be  Bucli  as  will  make  the  t^^ 

1S69        diet  nnlly  ijpso  fado,  without  leaving  any  diacretioii  in  the  CSoort 

R£a.        He  passages  from   TidcTs  Practice,  Viner^t  Abridgement,  and 

McBPHT     -Hi^^'*  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  referred  to  and  relied  on  by  the  Chief 

Justice  in  his  reasons,  do  not  warrant  the  conclusion  amved  at ;  tie 

case  of  Davies  v.  Pierce  (1),  cited  in  Tidff$  Practice,  vd.  ii,  p.  953, 
was  in  a  ciyil,  not  a  criminal  proceeding.  In  Viner's  Abr.,  tit. 
"  Trial,"  G.  g.  4,  toI.  xxi.  p.  448,  and  L  g.  1,  p.  457,  many  ex- 
amples ^re  giren  of  circumstances  which  will  vitiate  a  verdict; 
but  they  all  shew  why  tlie  verdict  should  be  set  aside  before  judg- 
ment. In  Bex  V.  Fotcler  (2)  the  matter  vitiating  the  verdict 
was  brought  before  judgment ;  and,  as  far  as  our  researches  go, 
we  can  find  no  case  in  which  a  verdict  has  been  set  aside  in  con- 
sequence of  new  matter  brought  before  the  Court  after  judgment. 
[Sib  William  Eri^  : — ^In  Rex  v.  Fowler  the  Court  seems  to 
have  considered  that  the  Venire  de  novo  was  erroneous ;  because 
the  judgment  is  to  the  effect,  that  even  if  it  be  assumed  fo  be 
erroneous,  the  consequence  would  be,  that  the  sentence  under 
the  first  judgment  would  stand  unirapeached,  and  the  Prisoner 
would  gain  nothing  by  reversing  the  second  sentence.  If  the 
Court  had  been  of  opinion  that  there  was  no  error  in  the  Becord, 
they  would  have  simply  affirmed  the  judgment.]  If  the  reasons 
alleged  by  the  Judges  below  are  sufficient  to  support  their  judg- 
ment, any  act  or  even  observation  of  the  jury  while  in  the  box,  or 
considering  the  verdict,  might  be  the  means  of  vitiating  a  verdict 
after  judgment.  All  the  authorities  shew  that  the  only  ground 
for  a  Venire  de  novo  is,  that  there  has  been  a  mistrial,  and  the  fact 
of  such  mistrial  must  be  patent  on  the  face  of  the  Record :  Viner's 
Abr.,  tit.  "  Trial,"  K.  g.,  vol.  xxi.  p.  459,  and  cases  there  cited ;  Hale's 
Pleas  of  the  Crown,  vol.  ii.  p.  306 ;  Bex  v.  Rayes  (3).  There  is  no 
pretence  for  saying,  on  the  face  of  the  Eecord  here,  that  there 
has  been  a  mistrial ;  the  matter  vitiating  the  trial  must  make  the 
verdict  null  ipso  facto,  without  leaving  any  discretion  in  the  Court ; 
so  that  if  in  a  civil  case  a  motion  might  be  made  in  arrest  of 
judgment,  or  the  fact  suggested,  as  error.  If  a  Venire  facias  de 
novo  were  granted,  what  is  to  prevent  the  Prisoner  from  pleading 

(1)  2  T.  U.  126.  (2)  4  B.  ife  Aid.  273. 

(3)  2  Ld.  Baym.  1518. 
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that  fae  has  been  previously  arraigned?  Rex  t.  Fowler  (1) ;  Rex  v.  J.c. 
Keiie  (2).  The  cases  of  LUUer  v.  Thompson  (3)^  ^uid  Lechmere  i869 
CharUan's  Case  (4),  referred  to  by  the  Chief  Justice,  as  shewing  r^ 
that  the  tdlowauce  of  access  to  Newspapeo-s  containing  a  report  of 
the  pending  proceedings  on  the  trial>  constituted  a  contempt  of 
Coarty  has  really  no  bearing  on  the  broad  question  at  issue. 

The  SoUcitor-General  (Sir  J.  D,  Coleridge),  and  Mr.  Arehibaid, 
for  the  Respondent : — 

This  is  not  the  question  of  granting  a  new  trial  in  a  criminal 
case.  That,  we  admit,  the  Supreme  Court  of  New  Sovth  Wales 
had  no  power  to  do :  Reff.  v.  Berirand  (5) ;  but  the  granting  a 
Venire  faeias  de  novo  is  a  very  different  thing,  and  that,  we  con- 
tend, the  Supreme  Court  had  full  power  to  do,  and  were  well  justi- 
fied in  doing,  in  the  circumstances  of  this  case.  According  to  all 
the  authorities  a  Venire  facias  de  novo  issues  where  there  appears 
upon  the  face  of  the  Eecord  reason  to  avoid  the  proceedings, 
whether  the  ground  for  avoiding  them  is  brought  to  the  knowledge 
of  the  Court  before  or  after  judgment;  1  Chitiijs  Crim.  Law, 
ch.  XV.,  p.  653  [2ad  Ed.] ;  Winsor  v.  Reg.  (0) ;  Dunn  v.  Reg,  (7). 
Campbell  v.  Reg.  (8),  on  a  writ  of  error  from  a  Court  of  Quarter 
Sessions,  where  it  seems  to  have  been  the  opinion  of  the  Judges 
of  tlie  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  that  if  a  Venire  de  novo  may  be 
awarded  on  a  defective  verdict  in  Felony,  it  may  be  done  by 
the  Court  of  Error  after  judgment  given  in  the  Court  below: 
Archbold's  Crim.  Law,  pp.  158, 164  [16th  Ed.],  citing  Rex  v.  Eeite  (2) ; 
and  that  whether  judgment  has  been  entered  of  record  or  not :  Rex  v. 
Teadon  (9) ;  Reg.  v.  Mellor  (10).  There  was  in  this  case  a  substan- 
tial miscarriage  of  justice  in  the  course  of  the  second  trial  in  allow- 
ing the  jury  the  use  of  the  Newspapers  containing,  as  they  did,  a 
report  of  the  case  then  on  trial.  This  amounted  to  a  mistrial,  and 
warranted  a  Venire  de  novo.  The  jury  ought  only  to  be  instioicted 
by  the  strength  of  the  evidence  and  the  argument  of  Counsel  in 
open  Court    The  allowing  them  to  read  Newspaper  reports  of  the 

(1)  4  B.  &  Aid.  273.  (6)  Law  Kep.  1 Q.  B.  pp.  289,  391 . 

(2)  1  Ld.  Baym,  138.  (7)  11  Q.  B.  102G. 

(3)  2  Beav.  129.  (8)  Ibid.  799. 

(4)  2  My.  &  Cr.  316.  (9)  1  Leigh  &  C,  Cr.  Cas.  R.  81. 

(5)  Law  Eep.  1  P.  C.  520.  (10)  1  Dca.  &  Bell.  Cr.  Cas.  4G8. 
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J.  c.  trial  as  it  proceeds  has  a  tendency  to  interfere  with  the  due  and 

1869  orderly  administration  of  justice,  and  that  is,  according  to  all  the 

]^,  authorities,  sufficient  to  justify  a  Venire  de  novo :  HtMs  Pleas  of 

Mr^  the  Crown,  pp.  306-8 ;  Beff.  v.  Teadon  (1) ;  Reff.  y.  MeUor  (2). 

1869  Judgment  having  been  reserved,  was  delivered  by 

Fi^,     Sir  William  Eble  :— 

Upon  this  appeal,  it  appears  by  the  proceedings  returned  to 
this  Ciourt  that  the  Prisoner  Murphy  was  tried  for  murder  at  a 
Session  of  Oyer  and  Terminer  and  Gaol  Delivery  for  the  month  of 
September,  1867,  before  Mr.  Justice  Faucett,  and  was  convicted 
and  sentenced ;  and  all  the  proceedings,  as  &r  as  appeared^  were 
regular  and  in  due  form  of  law. 

Afterwards,  an  applicaticsi  on  behalf  of  the  Prisoner,  and  upon  an 
affidavit,  was  made  to  the  Supreme  C!ourt  sitting  in  Banco,  in  term, 
for  a  rule  to  shew  cause  why  a  Venire  de  novo  should  not  issue  for 
the  trial  of  the  said  Prisoner,  and,  upon  further  affidavits,  the  role 
was  made  absolute ;  and  therein  it  was  also  ordered  that  a  sug- 
gestion should  bo  made  on  the  Eecord  to  the  effect  that  after  the 
jury  liad  been  empannelled,  and  before  verdict,  the  jurors  were 
allowed,  during  certain  adjournments  of  the  Court  for  the  night,  by 
the  Officers  of  the  SherifiT  having  charge  of  them,  to  have  access  to 
and  free  perusal  of  certain  Newspapers  containiDg  reports  of  the 
evidence  from  day  to  day ;  and  that  the  last-mentioned  trial,  by 
reason  of  the  matters  so  suggested,  was  not  according  to  law,  but 
was  irregular  and  void.  This  suggestion  was  followed  by  an  entry, 
purporting  to  be  an  order,  that,  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  the  jndg* 
mcnt  on  the  said  verdict  be  vacated,  and  that  the  Sheriff  cause  a 
jury  anew  to  come. 

It  further  appears  by  the  same  proceedings  above  referred  to, 
that  the  only  affidavit  giving  judicial  knowledge  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  the  alleged  irregularity  in  keeping  the  jurors  was  that 
of  the  Attorney  for  the  Prisoner,  who  deposed,  "That  he  was 
informed  by  one  of  the  jurors  who  acted  on  the  said  trial, 
and  he  verily  believed,  that  after  they  had  been  empanneUed  to 
try  the  said  case,   and  during  their  confinement  at  the  Hotel 

(1)  1  Leigh  &  C,  Cr.  Cas.  R.  81.  (2)  Dea.  &  Bell,  Or.  C3u.  468. 
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^where  they  were  kept  during  adjournments),  and  before  verdict,  J.  C. 
the  jniors  were  allowed  tke  free  use  of  the  Newspapers  of  the  day  1869 
which  contained  reports  of  the  albresaid  trial  as  far  as  it  had  gone,  u^q. 
in  one  of  which  Newspapers  the  heading  given  was  the  *  8otUh     y^^^^j^j 

-Creek  ^  Murder  Case  J  "    These  are  the  proceedings  in  the  Courts        

below  to  which  we  think  it  necessary  to  advert  as  relevant  to  this 
appeal. 

Upon  the  argument  in  this  Court  the  question  has  been  whether 
the  above-mentioned  Order  for  vacating  the  judgment  upon  the 
verdict  and  for  a  Venire  de  novo  in  order  for  another  trial  was  valid, 
and  their  Lordships  have  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the  answer 
should  be  in  the  negative,  both  on  the  ground  which  their  Lord- 
ships relied  upon  in  the  case  of  Eegt.  v.  Bertrand  (1),  and  also  on 
the  further  grounds  stated  below : — 

First,  their  Lordships  consider  that  the  present  case  is  in  sub- 
stcuice  an  attempt,  by  the  exercise  of  a  discretion,  to  grant  a  new 
trial  on  the  ground  that  the  conviction  was  corifeidOTed  to  be  un* 
satisfactory  by  reason  of  some  irregularity  in  the  conduct  of  the 
trial. 

In  Bertrand? s  <;ase  the  irregularity  was  that  the  evidence  of  the 
witnesses  was  read  to  the  jury  from  the  notes  of  the  evidence  on  a 
former  trial.  Here  the  irregularity  was  in  so  keeping  the  jury 
•during  the  course  of  the  trial  as  that  the  jurymen  might  have  had 
access  to  some  Newspapers  during  that  time :  but  the  law  is  clear 
that  the  discretional  power  vested  in  certain  Courts  and  oases  to 
grant  new  trials  does  not  extend  to  cases  of  Felony.  The  law  on 
this  subject  was  declared  by  their  Lordships  in  the  former  case  of 
Beg.  V.  Bertrandy  and  we  consider  that  the  law  so  declared  governs 
the  present  case. 

Each  of  these  cases  falls  within  the  rule  that  no  person  ought  to 
be  put  in  peril  twice  on  the  same  charge.  The  application  <tf  the 
rule  is  shewn  in  detail  by  BlacTcbumy  J.,  in  Reg.  v.  Winsor  (2), 
who  there  states :  "  When  the  jury  have  been  brought  together, 
and  the  Prisoner  has  been  given  in  charge,  and  the  trial  has  com- 
menced, the  right  course,  if  practicable,  is  that  the  jury  should 
give  their  verdict  convicting  or  acquitting  the  Prisoner.  When 
the  jury  have  once  found  a  verdict  of  conviction  or  acquittal,  the 

(1)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  G.  520.  (2)  Law  Rep.  1  Q.  B.  313. 
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J.  G.       matter  has  become  res  judicata,  and  after  that  these  coa  be  no 

1869       further  trial."    He  farther  shews  that  a  Venire  de  novo  on  the  same 

Beg.       indictment  would  be  errouconsy  and  a  new  indictment  on  tiie  same 

MrftiHT     charge  would  be  defeated  by  a  plea  of  autrefois  acquit  or  convid. 

-— *        These  remarks  relate  to  a  verdict  returned  upon  a  good  indict^ 

ment  for  Felony  before  a  competent  Tribunal.    Their  Lordships 

cite  this  statement  of  the  law  to  shew  the  finality  of  a  yerdict 

upon  a  charge  of  Felony  when  the  indictment  is  good,  and  the 

Prisoner  has  been  given  inlcharge  to  a  jury,  in  due  form  of  law 

empannelled,  chosen,  and  sworn,  and  a  verdict  of  oonviction  or 

acquittal  has  been  returned. 

In  the  present  case,  if  the  Prisoner  should  have  been  tried  and 
convicted  upon  the  Venire  de  novo  ordered  to  issue  by  the  rule  here 
appealed  against,  according  to  the  piussage  just  cited,  a  judgment 
thereon  would  be  erroneous. 

The  cases  in  which  a  verdict  upon  a  charge  of  Felony  has  been 
held  to  be  a  nullity  and  a  Venire  de  novo  awarded  have  not  been 
classified  in  the  Digests ;  there  are  cases  of  defect  of  juzisdiction  in 
respect  of  time,  place,  or  person^ — cases  of  verdicts  so  insafficiently 
expressed,  or  so  amlnguous,  that  a  judgment  oould  not  be  foimded 
thereon :  but  we  have  not  discovered  any  valid  authority  for  hold- 
ing a  verdict  of  oonviction  or  acquittal  in  a  case  of  Felony  de» 
livered  by  a  competent  jury  before  a  competent  Tribunal  in  due 
form  of  law  to  be  a  nullity  by  reason  of  some  conduct  on  the  part 
of  the  jury  which  the  Oourt  considers  unsatisfactory.  As  to  the 
two  supposed  exceptions  to  this  rule  against  new  trial  in  caaas  d 
Felony,  Bea  v.  Seaife  (1),  was  noticed  in  Beff.  v  Bertrand  (2),  and 
the  other  case  of  Bex  v.  Fowler  and  8^on  (3),  was  explained  to 
be  no  decision  in  the  course  of  the  argument  on  this  appeal. 

Secondly,  the  farther  grounds  for  sustaining  the  present  appeal 
beyond  those  expressed  in  the  judgment  in  Bertrand's  case,  relate 
both  to  the  form  of  the  proceeding  in  the  Supreme  Couit  when 
exercising  appellate  jurisdiction,  under  which  the  rule  appealed 
against  was  granted,  and  also  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  on 
which  that  Court  acted  in  granting  that  rule. 

Their  Lordships  are  not  aware  of  any  principle  either  of  the 
law  of  England  or  of  this  Colony  by  virtue  whereof  the  Supreme 

(1)  17  Q,  B.  238.         (2)  Law  Rep.  1  P.  C.  520.         (3)  4  B.  &  Aid.  278. 
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Court,  sittii^  in  Borneo  in  Term^  oould  take  cognizance  as  a  Court        J.  G. 
of  appeal  of  the  judgment  pronounced  by  Mr.  Justice  JFatk^  at        186^ 
tl]ke  Session  of  Ojner  and  Terminer,  which  had  come  to  an  end        xi«o. 
before  the  Session  in  Banco  began ;  and  although  the  relation  of     j^^^^^ 
the  Courts  to  each  other  in  respect  of  appellate  juiisdiction  bos       -— 
not  been  ascertained  by  us  with  precision^  still,  whateyer  be  that 
relation,  we  fixid  no  form  of  proceeding  analogous  to  that  which  is 
required  by  the  common  law  in  proceedings  when  the  aid  of  a 
Court  of  Error  or  Appeal  is  inrotked,  but  the  form  is  the  form 
adapted  to  an  application  to  the  discretion  of  the  Court  for  a  ikew 
trial. 

Then  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  <rf  the  faots  on  wbich 
the  Coart<  acted  in  granting  the  rule  appealed  against,  their  Lord- 
ships do  not  £nd  any  strictly  legal  evidence  of  any  feu^t;  they  find 
nothing  beyond  an  affidavit  of  mere  heaisay  information,  obtained 
from  a  person  who  had  been  on  the  jury,  but  was  then  discharged, 
and  this  information,  if  admitted  to  judicial  notice  at  all,  shewed 
possible  aooess  ijo  Newspapers,  without  shewing  that  they  contained 
matter  which  tended  to  influence  the  jury  improperly,  or  that  the 
jury  ever  did,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  read  the  Newspapers. 

There  is  also  the  further  objection,  that  the  supposed  informant 
had  been  one  of  the  jurymen,  and  the  Courts  here  have  at  times 
expressed  a  reluctance,  which  we  consider  salutary,  against  re* 
eeiving  the  separate  statements  of  any  of  the  individuals  who 
liad  in  combination  formed  a  jury,  in  order  to  impeach  the 
yeidict. 

The  whole  of  the  proceedings  in  the  Supreme  Court  are  re- 
ferred to  the  Judicial  Committee ;  and  as  their  Lordships  consider 
that  the  rule  nm  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  rule  absolute  founded 
thereon,  were  each  granted  on  insufficient  grounds,  both  rules 
fail  to  produce  any  efiTect,  and  the  conviction  stands  unimpeached 
thereby. 

We  do  not  examine  the  authorities  cited  for  the  Ilespondent^ 
because  none  of  them  appear  to  us  to  sanction  the  notion  that  a 
verdict,  even  in  a  civil  case,  could  be  set  aside  upon  an  imagination 
of  some  wrong  without  any  proof  of  reality.  The  suggestions  upon 
whidx  verdicts  have  been  so  set  aside  in  civil  cases  have  alleged 
traversable  facts  material  and  relevant,  to  shew  that  the  verdict 


550  CIBES  IN  THE  PEIVY  COUNCUi.  Ih.  K, 

J.  0.  bad  actually  resulted  £rom  improper  iuflaenee,  and  we  refer  to  the 
3869  special  verdict  reported  in  XI.  H.  4^  Fo.  17,  as  affording  an  example 
^^^  of  8Uoh  facts  as  would»  if  stated  in  a  suggestion  on  the  reoivd,  have 
^  ^'  had  the  effect  of  setting  aside  the  verdict. 
—  *  The  case  in  ihe  Year  Book,  XL  H.  4,  Fo.  17,  we  translate  as 
follows  (the  original  is  tiansoribed  below  in  the  note  (1)  )  :-^ 

^'  The  Plaintiff  in  an  assize  had  delivered  aneaerowm^t  [^ting 
to  be  used  in  ease  of  need?]  to  a  jnrjman  on  the  panell^ for  evidence 
of  his  matter ;  and  after  the  same  juror,  with  others,  had  been 
sworn,  and  put  into  a  house  to  agree  on  their  verdict,  he  showed 
the  writing  to  his  companions,  and  the  Officer  who  kept  the  enquest 
showed  this  matter  to  the  Ck>urty  through  whioh  the  Justioes  took 
the  writing  from  the  jurors,  and  took  their  verdict ;  and  by  the 
examining  (^per  VapjpomUe  ")  of  the  jurors  the  time  of  the  deliveiy 
of  the  writing  was  inquired  into,  and  it  was  found  («*.«•  by  the  juioxb) 
to  be  as  above  stated ;  and  as  the  verdict  was  for  the  Plaintiff,  now 
he  prayed  judgment,  Gaseaiffne  and  Hull  said,  that  the  Jury,  afier 
that  they  were  sworn,  ought  not  to  see  or  carry  with  them  any  evi- 
dence, except  that  which  was  delivered  to  them  by  the  Courts  and 
by  the  party  put  in  Court  as  the  evidence  shown ;  and  inasmuch  as 
they  did  the  contrary,  the  Plaintiff  ought  not  to  have  judgment." 
This  case,  with  the  words  of  Qa^coigne  and  HuUj  has  been  fie* 
quently  referred  to  in  Abridgments  and  Treaties  by  SroohCf  BcBe, 
Hale,  Viner,  and  others ;  but  the  general  words  of  those  Judges,  as 
well  as  of  Judges  in  general,  axe  to  be  limited  in  some  d^ree  by 
reference  to  the  facts  of  the  case  in  respect  of  which  they  were 
spoken,  and  the  force  of  this  case  is  not  altered  by  transcription. 

(1)  **Le  Plaintiff  en  Assise  livera  ten  ffuUs  diaoienty  que  le  Jury  apres  eeo  q 

escrowmt  a  un   Juror  empandV  pur  il$  fuermt  ju?^  ne  devietit  veier^  me 

evidence  de  son  matter :  Et  puis  mesme  porter  ovesq^  eux  nul  autre  evidence^ 

le  Juror  ove  auters  fuit  jurus^H  mis  en  sinon  ceo  que  a  eux  fuit  liuere  per  le 

un  meason  ^accord  de  lour  verdit,  il  Court,  et  per  le  party  mis  eti  Court  sur 

monstf  m  I'eserowmt  a  ses  camp,  *t  le  V evidence  monstre,  H  entant  que  ^Jkf 

minist?,  J  gard  Ven^st^  monstra  cest  le  contrary^  ceo  fuit  suspicious  per  que 

matter  al  Court,  per  que  les  Justices  il  ne  duist  judgement  aver,    Et  puis  le 

prists  le  scrowmt  des  Jurors,  et  pris^  Flaintiffe  dit,  que  Vescrowement  prcva 

tenmt  lour  verdit,  *t  per  Vapposaile  des  mesme  Venidenoe,  que  U  mesme  dona  a 

JurorSf  le  temps  de  livwe  del  esarowment  eux  cd  larre,  per  que  U  nefuU  cy  maU^ 

/uit  enquiSf^tfuit  trove  ut  supra,  ^tpur  come  s*il  nustparle  en  evidence,  <l&  non 

ceo  q  le  verdit  passa  pur  le  Flaintiffe,  allocatur,  &c.^ 
ore  il  pria  son  judgement,     Qasc,  H 
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We  take  one  reference  to  this  case,  as  on  example,  from  Bro.  Abr.        J.  c, 
tit  «  General  Issue,"  Fo.  17,  pi.  85,  thus :—  186» 

After  stating  that  an  enquest^must  not  take  evidence  privily,       "Jbo. 
he  adds : — *'  Et  par  OoMoigne  et  EM  $'ih  prmgne  eserawe  extrch^     „  ''• 

'Ctif,  d  pass,  pur  le  pl.y  si  c  apiert  »  examinaiion  p  fo  Oouri,  ceo       

^  cause  barresier  le  judg\''-^{n  H.  4,  Fo.  17.) 

So  that  the  result  of  the  examination,  vis.,  that  the  verdict  was 
not  ^  according  to  the  evidence,**  but  upon  evidence  taken  out  of 
Oourt,  from  one  party  without  the  assent  of  the  other,  appeared  by 
the  finding  of  the  jury,  and  was  upon  the  Record,  as  Brooke  under- 
stands the  case,  or  the  judgment  could  not  have  been  arrested. 

The  special  verdict  here  reported  may  be  contrasted  with  the 
suggestion  in  the  present  case. 

In  the  case  11  H.  4, 17,  the  Court,  which  had  jurisdiction  both 
to  try  the  suit  and  to  arrest  the  judgment,  ascertained  the  fact  of 
the  misconduct  of  the  Plaintiff  by  examining  the  jurors,  while 
acting  as  jurors,  and  by  their  verdict.  Judicial  knowledge  from 
this  source  is  in  contrast  with  the  affidavit  above  described.  Also 
the  interest  of  a  Plaintiff  as  a  party  may  be  contrasted  with  the 
supposed  interest  of  the  Queen  (referred  to  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Chief  Justice  in  the  Court  below)  in  an  indictment  in  which, 
although  it  runs  in  her  name,  she  has  no  interest  beyond  that  of  * 
truth  and  right.  Neither  is  the  Sheriff  her  agent,  as  also  there 
suggested  :  he  emanates  from  the  people,  and  is  neither  appointed 
by,  nor  can  be  dismissed  by,  nor  is  he  paid  by,  the  Queen ;  further* 
more,  the  mere  omission  of  his  Bailifib  to  clear  a  room  in  an  Inn 
where  jurors  are  confined,  of  the  Newspapers  coming  there  by  the 
course  of  the  Inn,  is  in  contrast  with  the  culpable  craft  of  the  Plain- 
tiff, who  prepared  a  statement  of  his  case,  and  sought  out  a  juryman 
into  whom  he  probably  infused  a  prejudice  in  his  favour,  and  so 
influenced  the  verdict. 

In  conclusion,  their  Lordships  desire  to  add  that  they  are  sensible 
of  the  importance  of  guarding  the  channels  for  information  through 
which  the  minds  of  the  jury  are  led  to  their  verdict,  and  concur 
with  the  learned  Judges  of  the  Court  below  in  their  zeal  for  the 
prevention  of  any  such  misconduct  in  future ;  but  they  think  that 
the  Court  was  wrong  in  granting  a  new  trial  as  a  remedy  for  this 
misconduct,  and  that  the  mischief  would  be  greater  if  uncertainty 


V, 

Murphy, 
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J.  C.        was  introduced  respecting  the  course  to  be  pursued  in  administer* 

1869       ing  the  law  relating  to  charges  of  Felony. 

K^.  If  irregularity  occurs  in  the  conduct  of  a  trial  not  constituting  a 

ground  for  treating  the  verdict  as  a  nullity,  the  remedy  to  prevent  a 
failure  of  justice  is  by  application  to  the  authority  with  whom  rests 
the  discretion  either  of  executing  the  laKv  or  commuting  the  sentence. 
As  there  was,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Court  below,  irregularity  in  the 
trial  of  the  Respondent  sufficient  to  vacate  the  judgment,  their 
Lordships  liave  no  doubt  that,  upon  proper  application  on  behalf 
of  the  Respondent,  which  they  recommend  to  be  made,  such  weight 
will  be  given  to  these  remarks  as  they  may  appear  to  deserve. 
But,  as  between  the  Appellant  and  Bespondent^  their  Lordships 
will  advise  Her  Majesty  that  the  appeal  should  be  sustained  with- 
out costs,  and  that  the  order  for  a  new  trial  should  be  reversed. 

Solicitors  for  the  Appellant :  Messrs.  Oliverson,  Peachey,  Benbyy 
dt  Peachey. 
Solicitors  to  the  Treasury,  for  tlie  Eespoudent. 
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in  a  Vessel  they  engaged,  and  the  Bills  of  Icding 

deliverable  to  their  Firm  in  Hong  Kong^  or  their 

assigns,  were  signed  by  the  Ma.s*ter  and  handed 

'  over  to  L.  &  8.,  who  accepted  the  draft  of  the 

j  Vendors  for  the  amount  of  the  purchase.    Before 

the  goods  or  Bills  of  lading  reached  Hong  Kong, 

L.  S.  <t*  Co.,  being  insolvent,  and  pressed  by  two 
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Bankiii^  Firms  at  Hong  Kong^  to  whom  thiey  wero 
largely  indebted,  in  consideration  of  their  debt  to 
the  Bank  assigned  to  tliera  the  "  whole  of  their 
property,  premises,  and  chattels  specified  in  a 
schedule  tnereto,  with  all  the  estate,  right,  title, 
interest,  claim,  or  demand  of  L.  S.  &  Co.,  arising 
thereout  or  thezcfrom."  The  schedule,  inUr  ttUa, 
enumerated  '*  All  gpods  and  Bills  of  ladtosr*  or 
other  documents,  for  all  goods  now  on  the  way 
hither."  In  pursuance  of  this  agreement  the  Bills 
of  lading  were  indorsed  and  handed  over  to  the 
Banking  Firms,  to  whom  tlie  insolvent  circum- 
stances of  L.  8.  &  Co.  at  that  time  were  well 
known : — Held :  First,  that  pre-existing  debt  was 
not  a  valuable  ooDsideraticn  for  the  asstgnniient, 
80  as  to  defeat  the  right  of  the  unpaid  YeDdom  to 
stop  the  goods  in  tranntUj  and — Second,  that  the 
tranntut  had  not  ended  before  the  arrival  of  the 
goods  at  Hona  Kong,  as  the  transitus  continued 
while  the  goods  were  in  charge  of  a  third  party, 
contracted  with  as  carrier  for  the  pni*pot$o  of  for- 
warding them.  KoDGER  v.  Tui:  CoMrrom 
D'EaooHPTB  DB  Pabis  -  -  -     893 

AMUOMUXn  07  BIGHT  07  AOIIOK  by  Art. 
1570  of  the  Civil  Codo  of  Lower  Canada ,  exception 
to,  by  Art.  1485.    Kisrzkowski  i;.  Dobion      891 

A8BIOK0B  AKD  AflSIOlTZE,  EQTTITrBB  ATTXCT- 
IHO.]  An  Assignee  of  any  security  stands  in 
the  same  position  as  the  Assignor  as  to  the  equities 
arising  from  it.  The  case  of  a  Bill  of  Exchange 
is  exceptional,  and  is  to  bo  dealt  with  on  special 
grounds.  Rodger  r.  The  Co3iptoib  d'Escomptk 
dePabis  -  -  -  -  -     898 

ATTOBVET.]  By  an  Order  of  the  Ilipjh  Court  of 
Judicature  in  Bengal  an  Attorney  and  Proctor  of 
that  Court  was  struck  oft*  the  Bolls  for  inserting 
in  a  Deed  of  Conveyance  a  false  recital  as  to  the 
consideration  money,  knowing  the  same  to  be  false, 
and  for  attesting  the  execution  of  the  Deed,  and 
signing  his  name  as  a  witness  to  the  receipt  of  the 
consideration  money,  knowing  that  no  such  con- 
sideration had  passed,  or  was  intended  to  pass. 
Such  Order,  on  appeal,  discharged,  the  Judicial 
Committee  being  of  opinion,  that  although  the 
preparation  of  such  a  Deed,  and  the  knowledge  of 
such  fbcts,  would  be  circumstances  of  great  weight 
against  an  Attorney  cognizant  of  them  in  the  event 
of  sucJi  a  Deed,  upon  or  .soon  after  its  execution, 
being  used  as  an  instrument  of  fhiud,  yet,  as  the 
circumstances  of  its  preparation  were  capable  of 
being  explained,  and  no  fraudulent  use  of  the 
Instnmient  had  been  made  or  attempted,  no  fhiud- 
ulent  motive  alleged,  and  no  injury  directly  or 
indirectly  occasioned  by  it,  the  mis-statement  upon 
the  face  of  such  a  deed  could  not  be  considered 
su£Scient  in  itself  to  warrant  the  striking  an  Attor- 
ney off  the  Rolls  of  the  Court.  JnreSTEWABT     88 

AVEBKEHT—Suflaciency  of— Facts  within  Plain- 
tiff's knowledge  :  See  Pl£aj>ikg.    4. 

BAHZES:  See  Baivxebs. 

BANKEB8.]  In  an  action  for  damages  against  a 
Bank  as  Btulees  for  the  negligent  keeping  of  cer- 
tain Railway  Debentures  placed  in  their  care  by 
a  Customer,  in  the  ordinary  way  of  their  business 
as  Bankers,  it  appeared,  that  the  Box  containing 
such  securities  <pf  which  the  Customer  kept  the 
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key)  was  kept  in  a  strong  room  in  the  Bank,  with 
the  Boxes  of  other  Cummers,  and  specie  and 
other  securities  belonging  to  the  Bank.    Acoeu 
to  this  room  was  only  obtained  by  passing  tbroi^h 
a  compartment  where  a  Cashier  sat  by  &y,  ana  a 
Messenger  slept  at  night    The  strong  rooai  had 
two  iron  doors,  which  wero  opened  by  s^Miate 
keys,  which  during  the  day  were  kept  by  the 
Casliier  who  occupied  the  compartment.    One  of 
the  keys  was  kept  at  night  by  the  Cashier  of  the 
Bank,  and  the  other  key  by  another  OiBoer  of  the 
Bank.    Beyond  this  strong  room  there  were  tvo 
other  rooms,  in  the  outer  of  the  two,  uncoined 
gold,  and  in  the  inner,  bullion  and  imsigned 
notes  were  kept.    The  Manager  of  the  B»k 
kept  the  key  of  the  outer  of  these  rooms,  and  one 
of  the  Directors  of  the  Bank  that  of  the  hmer. 
The  owner  of  the  Box  had  free  aooeas  to  the  room 
whore  his  Box  was  deposited  during  Bankisg- 
hours,  in  the  presence  of  one  of  the  £Smk  Cleiks, 
when  he  had  occasion  to  take  out  ooupons  ftem 
his  Debentures,  for  collection.    While  in  such 
custody  the  Cashier  of  the  Bank  abstracted  &e 
Debentures  &om  the  Box,  and  made  away  with 
them  : — Hdd,  that  the  Bank,  as  gratuitous  fisi- 
lees,  were  not  bound  to  exerdse  mors  than  oidi- 
nary  care  of  the  deposits  entrusted  to  them,  and 
the  negligence  for  which  alone  they  would  be 
made  liable  would  have  been,  the  want  of  that 
ordinary  diltcence  which  a  reasonably  prudent 
man  takes  of  his  own  property  of  the  like  aeseiip- 
tion.    GiDLiN  r.  McMullkn  '  -         -    817 

BAHKBtm  LAV :  See  Colootai.  Law.    3. 

BABBABOES  IKSOLYBBT  DEBT0B8  ACT,  Ko. 
2.34,  OF  1816:  See  Colonzal  Law.   3. 

BARBIHTBB;  See  Cowtempt  op  Comr.    1. 
BEIGIAK  LA"W:  See  Fokeigk  Law. 
BEKBFICE :  See  Eoclksiastical  Xaw.    2. 
BILLS  OF  LABINO— Transfer  of;  by  indorsement  : 

See  Stopfaqe  vs  Tbanbitu. 
BONB :  See  Coloktal  Law.    5. 

BOTTOKBY  BOND."]— 1.  Tlio  extent  of  the  autho- 
rity conferretl  on  thft  Master  of  a  Vessel  to  bind 
the  owners  either  of  the  Ship  or  cargo,  is  derived 
from,  and  governed  by,  the  law  of  the  Flag;  and 
the  existence  of  the  necessity  which  the  Uflmtime 
Iaw  requires  to  validate  the  hypothecation  of  the 
Ship  and  cargo  by  bottomry,  is  to  be  asoortained 
by  evidence  in  the  usual  manner.    The  mcaoiog 
of  the  term  **  necessity,**  in  respect  of  hypotheca- 
tion by  the  Master,  beinj;  analogous  to  ite  maan- 
ing  in  other  parts  of  the  law. — The  Master  of  a 
Vessel,  chartered  from  Galoeston^  U.8.,  to  Li^er- 
^pool,  received  before  sailing  from  the  Charterer 
various  sums  in  part  payment  of  the  freight,  and 
after  taking  on  board  a  cargo,  sailed  for  the  jport 
of  destination.    The  Vessel,  having  in  the  pn»e- 
cution  of  her  voyage  met  with  baa  weather,  «nd 
sufibred  damage,  put  into  Bermuda,  where  the 
Master  incurred  heavy  expenses  for  repairs  and 
supplies.    The  repairs  were  executed,  and  the 
supplies  furnished,  without  any  promise  of  s  Bot- 
tomry Bond;  but  the  law  of  Bermuda  givisg  a 
right  of  arrest  of  the  Ship  to  the  Ciediton  tot  the 
repairs  and  supplies,  the  Master,  to  oomplstsihe 
voyage,  having  written  to  the  Agi»t  of  the  Owners 
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of  the  Bhip,  and  of  the  corgo,  and  oot  recGiTmg 
any  anewor  wiihia  the  time  an  answer  might 
ha^^  been  letimed,  raiged  the  fuoda  neoeasaiy 
fbt  the  payment  of  such  supplies  oa  bottomiy  of 
the  8^Pf  cargo,  and  fright.    Oa  a  suit  bnraght 
by  the  Aasigneea  </  the  Bond,  the  owners  of  the 
Siup  not  ODpcfiingi  the  Court  below  ponouiraed 
lor  the  valioity  of  the  Bond,  so  fiir  as  it  regarded 
the'  6hipt  oargo.  and  freighi,  and  the  Ship  was 
therenpoi^  sold,  but  produced  a  eum  far  leas  than 
siiffiaienA  to  oover  the  sum  due  on  the  Bond.  The 
Croneigneea  of  Uie  eargo,  who  were  also  entitled 
to  the  freight,  oilaimed  to  retain  in  their  handa  the 
as^owkt  qfc'  freight,  with  interest  and  inauranoe,  ad- 
^mneed  by  thoia  in  part  payment  before  tho  oom- 
maneemeat  of  the  lojnp^  and  paid  the  freight, 
short  of  that  amcHiat,  intto  Oonik    The  Court 
below  disallowed  this  abatement,  and  ordered  the 
whole  freight  to  be  paid  into  Court.    On  appeal : 
— Meldi  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  (1)  that,  in  the 
cizcumstM&ceSy  the  Master  was  warranted  in  re- 
aorting  to  a  Bottomry  Bond,  and  that  the  neces- 
sity of  the  oase  warranted  the  hypothecatian  of 
the  cargo  as  weU  as  the  Ship  and  freighi,  but, 
(2)  9M  the  latter  wm,  by  the  agreement  between 
the  Charterer  and  the  Master,  in  part  paid  in 
ad^noe,  the  retention  of  the  anioimt  of  such  pre- 
paywent  by  the  Consignees  of  the  cargo,  upheld, 
as  the  Master  by  hypothecating  the  chartered 
freight  ootdd  give  no  right  to  more  freight  than 
the  OwAer  had  a  right  to  demand  from  the  Char- 
terer.   The"Kaiinak"       -  -  -     506 

2.   The   Master  of  a  Ship,  to  jaiso 

money  for  necessary  repairs,  hypothecated  the 
Ship  and  freight.    The  ^Bottomry  Bond  eoniained 
a  clause  which  nroTided,  that  the   obligation 
should  be  void  if  tne  Obligors  shoidd  pay,  in  oon- 
sequence  of  the  loss  of  the  Shipi  such  an  average 
as  oy  custom  would  have  become  due  oa  the  sal- 
vage, or  if  the  Ship  should  be  utterly  lost,  cast 
awav,  or  destroyed,  in  consequence  of  the  perils 
of  the  sea.    The  Ship,  on  her  homoward  voyage, 
met  with  such  bad  weather  as  to  be  obliged  to 
put  into  an  intermediate  port  in  a  damaged  state, 
and  after  being  surveyed  was  found  unseaworthy, 
and  sold  while  existing  in  specie  for  a  sum  les» 
than  the  amount  of  the  Bond: — HM,  by  the 
Judicial  Committee  (affirming  the  judgment  of 
the  Admiralty  Court) : — First,  that  the  doctrine  of 
constructive  total  loss  does  not  apply  to  Bottomry 
Bonds,  as  in  the  case  of  insurance  between  in- 
surers and  insured,  and  the  Bondholder's  claim 
to  the   entire   proceeds  of   the  sale  upheld. — 
Secondly,  that  tne  above  clause  in  the  Bond  did 
not  apply  when  the  Ship  remained  in  specie, 
though  60  much  damaged  that  it  would  have  coet 
more  to  repair  her  than  she  was  worth.    The 
•* Great  Pacific'*      -         -         -         -     616 
BBXACH  07  COHTEACT :  See  Contbact. 
BBUZSS  OUIAir A.]  supreme  Court  of  CivU  jus- 
tice, power  of,  as  a  Court  of  Beoord,  to  commit  for 
contempt.    MoDebmott  v.  The  Judges  or  Bbi- 

TISH  GUXAMA     -----       841 

BUBIAL  SBRVICEB.]  The  Ordinary  cannot  com- 
pel an  Inenmhent,  by  EAGleaiastiod  ocnamne,  to 
perfona  the  burial  service  on  unconaecrated 
gtmaui,  in  whieh  the  only  entrance  to  the  vault 
is  to  be  found.    Bugo  v.  Kikgbmill  -      59 


OAHADIAK  CIVIL  OODB:  See  Colonial  Law.  5. 

COSBXHOHIEB :  See  BcOLESiAffrioAL  Law.    4. 

CSBTIFtCATE  07  DISCRAB6E  07  BA5KBTnPT: 
See  Colonial  Law.    3. 

CHAKCEET— Jurisdiction  of  Court  of  Bermuda: 
See  JuBiapiOTiOK.    4. 

CEUBGH :  See  EccuaBiABncAL  Law. 

GHUBCIH  DIBOIPLIirE  ACT— Duty  of  the  Judge 
of  the  Arches  Court  to  accept  Letters  of  Request. 

SBEI>PABD  v.  PHtLUMORE  -  -  .       4JK> 

:  See  Ecclesiastical  Law.    2,  4 ;  Lettebs 

OF  KEQrEST. 

CITATIOS' :  See  Ecclesustigal  Law.    4. 
GLEEQYKAH :  See  EGOLBaiAsnoAL  Law. 

OCfLUBlOF:   Bee  Tn/yr;    Sini»  and  Shippinq. 
2,  3,  4. 

COtAHIAI  BAB :  See  Contempt  op  Court.    1. 

GOI.OHXAL  GOiniT  07  SECOEB— Power  to  com- 
mit for  contempt:   See  Contempt   of 

Court. 

OOLOHIAL  LAW.]— 1.  A  Testator,  in  Lower  Co- 
ikodoy  by  his  Will,  devised  eaid  bequeathed  hia 
moveable  and  immoveable  property,  in  specified 
portions,  to  his  children,  and  directed  that  they 
i^ould  not  in  may  manner  incumber,  affect^  mort- 
gage, sell,  exchange,  or  otherwise  alienate  the 
immoveables  being  in  their  respective  lots,  as 
devised  by  the  Will,  until  the  period  of  twenty 
years  from  his  death. — Part  of  the  immoveable 
property  so  devised  to  one  of  the  children,  who 
Lad  confe^^sed  judgment  in  favour  of  a  creditor, 
was  seized  by  the  Sheriff  in  execution.  Tho 
Court  of  Queen^s  Bench,  on  appeal,  reversing  the 
decision  of  the  Judge  of  the  Superior  Court,  held 
that  the  restriction  in  the  Will  was  valid  accord- 
ing to  the  law  in  force  in  Lotcer  Canada.  Such 
decision  reversed  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  as 
being  contrary  to  the  general  principles  of  juris- 
prudence as  well  as  the  old  French  Law  prevail- 
ing in  Jxncer  Canada,  founded  on  the  Civil  Law» 
Benaud  t.  Touranoeau        -         -         -        4 


2. 


By  the  law  prevailing  in  NaUd,  tho 


registered  title  of  an  innocent  purchaser  clothed 
with  tho  le^^al  estate,  prevails  over  tho  title  of  a 
Claimant  of  a  mere  equitable  estate,  although 
such  equitable  estate  may  be  of  priority  of  time* 
Tue  Natal  Land  and  Colonization  Coupant  r.. 
Good     ------     121 

3. Although  an  adjudication  in  Bank- 
ruptcy, followed  by  a  certificate  of  disoharge  iik 
England  under  the  Bankrupt  Lawa,  has  the  eflect 
of  barring  any  debt  which  the  Bankrupt  may 
have  contracted  in  any  part  of  the  world,  and  of 

Sutting  aa  end  to  any  claim;  such  proceedings 
0  not  supersede  the  authority  of  the  Court  at 
Barbadoes  to  inquire  into  frauds  and  offi»nces  com- 
mitted against  the  law  of  Insolvent  Debtors  in 
thut  Island,  in  a  proceeding  had  there  prerioufl  to 
the  adjudication  of  Bankruptcy  in  England^  the  In- 
solvent having  again  placed  himself  within  the  ju- 
risdiction of  that  Court. — G.,  a  trader  in  the  Island 
of  BarbadoeBf  having  left  the  Island  in  embarrassed 
and  Buspicioua  eiroumstaneea,  was^  imder  the 
Island  Act,  No.  234^  of  ldl6,  adjudicated  an  In- 
solvent, and  hla  estate  and  effects  administered 
under  that  Act.    G,  afterwards  came  to  England^ 


556 


INDEX. 


[P.  C.  Vol.  IL 


OOLOHIAL  LkW—cotdinued, 
and  "WM  adradicoied  a.  Bankrupt  for  »  debt  con> 
tmcted  in  EnMnis  aud  obtained  a  certilicfttQ  of 
ronfonnit^  under  the  hupeiiai  Statute,  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  106,  8.  200,  dlBcharging  him  from  all 
debts  due  by  him  wlien  he  became  a  Bankrupt. 
G,  returned  to  B^rhadoc*^  ythen  tlie  Court  tWre, 
before  whom  the  ori<?inal  proceedings  in  Insol- 
vency were  had,  at  the  instance  of  the  opposing 
Creditors,  eenteiiced  him,  imdcr  the  Wand  Insof- 
vent  Act,  to  eighteen  months'  imprrsonment  for 
fraud  committed  against  the  provisions  of  that 
Act : — Seld  (affirming  the  Order  of  the  Court), 
that  the  Insolvent  Court  of  BarbaSoes  having 
acquired  jurisdiction  in  the*  first  instance  in  the 
matter  of  the  Insolvency  retaineii  such  jurisdic- 
tion, so  as  to  render  G.  on  his  return  amenable  to 
tliat  Court  for  fraudulent  acts  committed  by  him, 
and  the  sentence  passed  on  him  confirmed.  Gill 
V,  Barbon        _  _  _  -  _     167 


4. 


In  a  foreclosure  suit,  the  Supreme 


Court  at  HalifasTy  on  motion,  set  aside  the  pleas 
of  the  Defendant  as  false,  frivolous,  and  vexatious, 
nnd  by  tlie  same  Order  directed  the  foreclosure  of 
the  equity  of  redemption.  On  appeal,  such  Order 
was  held  irregular  and  set  aside,  the  Judicial 
Committee  (without  deciding  tlie  merits)  being 
of  opinion  that,  though  the  pleas  were  inconsis- 
tent, multifarious,  and  embarrassing,  the  Supreme 
Court  was  bound,  by  the  provisions  of  the  62ud 
and  63rd  sections  of  part  3,  ch.  134,  tit.  3G,  of 
he  Nova  Scotia  Kevised  Statutes,  in  respect  to 
amendment  of  pleadings ;  and  the  suit  remitted 
back  to  the  Court  below,  with  liberty  for  the  De- 
fendant to  apply  to  amend  his  pleas,  or  in  default 
that  the  pleas  should  be  set  aside.    Wallace  v. 

3IcSWEENY        -----       180 

5, Exposition  and  examination  of  the 

Usury  Laws  of  Lower  Canada. — In  an  action 
brought  to  recover  a  sum  of  money  alleged  to 
have  been  paid  in  excess  upon  a  Contract  for  a 
loan  of  £4,875,  made  in  the  year  1845,  of  which 
iJo,325  only  was  paid  to  the  borrowers,  the  ba- 
lance, £1,500,  being  retained  by  the  Agent  of  the 
lender  as  a  honu9  or  premium ;  no  sufficient  proof 
being  given  of  the  lender's  knowledge  of  tlie 
retention  of  such  honm  or  premium  (which  was 
claimed  by  the  Agent  retaining  it  for  alle^d  ser- 
vices performed  in  obtaining  the  loan)  and  no 
excess  of  payment  on  account  of  interest  proved 
before  the  year  1853,  when  the  law  of  usury  in 
Canada  was  altered :  such  action  held  not  sus- 
tainable, and  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Qucen*s  Bench  in  Canada^  reversing  a  previous 
judgment  of  the  Superior  Court,  upheld,  though 
on  grounds  different  from  those  stated  by  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench. — ^By  the  old  French  law, 
which  formerly  prevailed  in  Lower  Canada^  when 
upon  an  usurious  Contract  the  principal  and 
legal  interest  had  been  fully  paid,  any  money 
afterwards  received  by  the  lender  beyond  the 
legal  amount  due  could  be  recovered  back;  a 
right  of  action,  therefore,  vested  in  the  person  so 
paying  Huoh  usurious  interest. — ^By  Article  1,570 
r)f  the  (Mvil  Code  of  Lower  Canada  such  right  of 
action  is  as^igiiable,  the  only  exception  being, 
in  the  case  of  *' Judges,  Advocates,  Attorneys, 
<  'Icrke,  Sheriffs,  Bailiffs,  and  other  Officers  con- 
nected with  Courts  of  JujBtice,"  who  are  prohibited 


GOIOHIAL  TJL^--ctMiinwd. 
by  Artioie  1,485  of  the  same  Code  from  becoming 
'^  bikers  of  litigious  ri.i^tfl  whioh  fall  uDder  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Court  ut  which  they  exercise 
their  fonotions." — ^By  the  Statute  law  relating  to 
^  usury  formerly  in  force  in  Lower  CawadA  (17 
I  Geo.  3,  c.  3,  sect.  5),  interest  at  the  rate  of  €  per 
cent,  only  w^as  allowed,  and  all  Contracts  "where- 
upon a  greater  interest  was  reserred  were  declared 
void,  and  the  parties  directly  or  indirectly  taking 
a  higher  rate  made  liable  to  a  penalty  to  the 
'  amount  of  treble  the  value  of  the  xnoneys  lent. 
The  16  Vict.  c.  80,  enacts,  that  no  Conteict  there- 
after for  the  loan  or  forbearanoe  of  money,  made 
at  any  rate  of  interest  whatsoever,  and  no  pay- 
ment in  pursuance  thereof,  tdiould   make  the 
party  to  such  contract  liable  to  any  loss,  i<»fei- 
ture,  or  penalty,  or  prooeeding  civil  or  criminal, 
for  any  usury,  any  law  or  custom  to  the  oontranr 
notwithstanding ;  but  provides,  that  every  such 
Contract  shuU  be  void  so  far  only  as  relates  to 
any  exoess  of  interest  above  6  per  cent.    The 
effect  of  this  Act  is,  that  an  usurious  Contznct 
no  longer  subjects  a  party  to  any  penalty  or  for- 
feiture, but  is  invalid  only  so  far  as  it  stipulates 
for  more  than  6  per  cent,  interest.    Kiebzkowbki 
tr.  DoRiON         -  _  -  -  .     881 

6. According  to  the  Jaw  in  f^rce  in  Soiid 

Lucia  at  the  time  of  the  conquest  and  capltida- 
tion  of  that  Island  in  1803,  a  family  has  no  such 
property  in  their  patronymic  name  ap  to  cntttte 
them  to  bring  a  civil  action  iu  the  Islaaid  for  a 
declaration  that  the  name  exclusively  belongs  to 
them,  and  to  prohibit  a  stranger,  who  had  as- 
sumed their  name,  from  bearing  or  using  it. — The 
French  Ordonnance  of  1555,  not  having  been 
registered,  never  became  part  of  the  Law  of 
France^  affecting  her  Cxjlonies. — The  French  Or- 
donnance of  the  11th  of  April,  1803,  prohibiting 
a  change  of  name,  except  under  certain  presoribed 
formalities  there  enacted,  not  having  beon  intro- 
duced In  Saint  Luciot  forms  no  i)art  of  the  Law 
prevailing  in  that  Island. — SeinMe :  Long  aoqui- 
esoenoe  by  the  members  of  a  family  in  the  as- 
sumption of  their  family  name  by  a  stranger 
would,  even  if  such  an  action  lay,  operate  as  a 
bar  to  a  suit  to  prohibit  him  fram  bearing  or 
using  such  namo  so  acquired  by  reputation.    I>u 

BOULAY  V.  DU  BOULA-Y  _  -  -       43O 

7.  —  Article  289  of  the  Coutume  de  Paris, 
in  force  in  Lower  Canada,  regarding  the  execu- 
tion of  Wills,  enacts : — "  JPour  r^ptUer  un  Teaia- 
ment  aoiennd,  il  est  n^cewaire  quiU  toil  €crit  et 
siffnd'du  TRsUxteur;  ou  <iuil  soil  past^  par  devtaU 
dtux  Notaires; , . . .  et  qu'il  ait  ^^didiet  nomm^ 
par  le  Tettateur  atix  dits  Notavree  ..«•«<  d«pw> 
a  Jut  r^u  en  la  presence  d^iceux  Notaires  .  .  .  eCqu^il 
soUfait  mention  au  dit  T€»tament,qu*ila^^a%Mi 
dictif,  nomm^i  et  rdu,  et  qu*il  eoit  eign€par  le  dit 
TetlatfMr,  et  par  lee  tifmoine ;  ou  gne  mention  xrit 
faite  de  la  cav^e  vour  laquelie  iU  n*ont  pu  eigner" 
— A  Testatrix,  domicile  in  Lover  Canada^  who 
was  unable  to  write,  sent  for  a  Notary  to  make 
her  Will,  giving  him  directions  as  to  the  disposi- 
tions it  was  to  contain,  which  he  took  down  in 
writing.  The  Notary,  in  ccmformity  with  the 
instructions,  prepared  the  Will  and  handed  it 
over  to  her.  The  TeatatYix  bfterwnrdb  coturtdt^d 
a  Counsel  on  the  subject  of  the  Will,  and  he  made 
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OOLQHIAL  ULW^conttnued, 

an  alteration  in  the  margin.  Two  clays  after- 
wards the  Testatrix  went  to  the  Notary's  Office, 
bringing  with  her  the  Will,  which  ho  perosed, 
and  seeing  the  alteration,  drew  his  pern  through 
it.  He  then  sent  for  another  Notary,  and  in  the 
presence  of  the  second  Notary  asked  her,  whnt 
were  the  dispositions  she  desired  to  make,  which 
Khe  expressed  briefly  to  bo  all  the  dispositions 
contained  in  tho  Will.  The  first  Notary  then 
read  over  the  Will  to  her,  and  she  saggosted  cer- 
tain alterations,  which  were  made  bv  him  in  the 
presence  of  the  other  Notary,  and  in  his  presence 
he  re-read  to  the  Testatrix  the  additions  and  cor- 
rections made.  As  the  Testatrix  could  not  write, 
the  **  ^^nonc^  sacramental*'  was  as  follows  :— "  A 
deeiar^  ne  savoir  ni  Retire  ni  fitjner  de  le  reqtiise  .•" 
— Etdd  (affirming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  of 
Queen's  Bench  in  Lower  Canada ^  on  the  appeal 
bide),  that  the  execution  of  the  Will  was  good, 
and  that  the  requirements  of  the  28()th  Arfcicle  of 
the  Coittume  de  Paris  had  been  sufficiently  com- 
plied with,  as  the  words  ^^dieUei  nomm^  par  le 
Testaieur  aitx  dits  Notaires "  did  not  rei^nire,  in 
express  terms,  that  the  Will  should  be  written  by 
a  Notary  at  the  time  of  dictation  by  the  Testa- 
trix.    EVANTCREL  V,  EVANTUREL     -  -       462 

OOXXUHIOK  TABLE,  UGHTSD  CAKDUSS  OK: 
See  Ecclesiastical  Law.    i. 

OOMFSOIQBE,]  A  registered  Joint  Stock  Com- 
pany in  Bombay,  with  limited  liability,  being  in 
the  course  of  voluntarily  winding  up  under  the 
Act  of  the  Indian  Legislature,  No.  XIX.,  1857, 
sect.  69,  and  the  Official  Liquidators  having 
entered  into  an  arrangement  for  compromise  with 
a  claw  of  Contributories,  in  discharge  of  their 
liabilities,  fur  a  specific  sum,  the  *^  Indian  Com- 
panies Act**  No.  X.  of  1866,  was  passed.  By 
sections  173  and  174  of  that  Act,  power  is  given 
to  the  High  Court  at  BanAay,  to  sanction  com- 
promises and  arrangements.  The  Liquidators 
applied  to  the  High  Court,  under  the  aforesaid 
Acts,  to  ratify  the  compromise  above  entered  into, 
which  the  Court  accordingly  sanctioned  and  or- 
dered. On  appeal,  TieJd : — First,  that  under  the 
173rd  and  174th  sections  of  tlie  Act,  No  X.  of 
1866,  the  power  of  tho  Liquidators  extended  to 
making  a  general  compromise  of  claims  upon 
Contributories  as  a  class,  abandoning  an  equal 
proportion  in  each  case,  notwithstanding  the 
differences  of  position  between  tlie  Contributories, 
or  inquiring  closely  into  the  means  of  each  indi- 
vidual Contributory,  and — Secondly,  that  upon 
the  evidence  and  the  judicial  knowledge  of  the 
existing  state  of  affairs  at  Bombay,  the  (>nirt  had 
exerciseid  a  just  discretion  in  the  investigation, 
and  the  Order  of  the  Court  sanctioning  the  com- 
promise affirmed.  The  Bank  of  HiVDrsTAK  v. 
The  EAflTBKN  Financial  Absocution       -     4$9 

OOMFTTLSOBT  PILOTA0E.]  Liability  of  Owner 
of  Vessel  by  Belgian  Iaw  for  damage  caused  by 
the  sole  negligence  of  Pilot    The  "  Hallet  '* 

See  riLOT.  [IM 

OOnXICT  OF  LAWS  :  See  Foreign  IjAw. 

C0H8IDEaATI0K  70B  THAKSFEB  07  000D8 : 

See  Stoppage  m  TRANsm:. 

Vol.  n.— p.  C. 


OOHBTBlTCnOK.]  Distinction  between  seet.  55  of 
the  GmenU  Pilot  Act  (6  Geo.  4,  c.  125),  and  the 
MerOiant  Shipping  Act  (17  9s  18  Vict.  c.  104^ 
8.  388,  as  to  tlie  immunity  of  the  Owners  when 
the  Vessel  is  in  charge  of  a  lioensed  Pilot.  The 
"Lion." 68ft 

COMSTBUCTlVJfi   TOTAL   LOSS :  See  Bottoxbt 
Bond.    2. 

COKTEXPT  07  COUBT.]— 1.  A  contempt  of  Court 
being  a  criminal  offence,  no  person  can  be  pun- 
ished for  such  unless  the  specific  offence  chargeil 
against  him  be  distinctly  stated,  and  an  oppor- 
tunity given  him  of  answering. — A  Barrister  en- 
gaged in  his  professional  duty  before  the  Supreme 
Court  at  Hong  Kong,  was,  without  notice  of  the 
alleged  conten^t,  or  rule  to  shew  cause,  and  with- 
out oeing  heard  in  defence,  by  an  Order  of  that 
Court,  fined  and  adjudged  to  have  been  guilly  of 
several  contempts  of  Court  in  disrespectfully  ad- 
dressing the  Chief  Justice  while  conducting  a 
cause.  Such  Order,  upon  a  reference  by  the  Crown 
to  the  Judicial  Committee,  under  the  Statute  3  &  4 
Will.  4,  c.  41,  s.  4,  set  aside,  and  the  fine  ordered 
to  be  remitted,  first,  on  the  ground  that  the  Order 
was  bad,  inasmuch  as  the  ofienccs  charged  were 
not  of  themselves  such  contempts  of  Court  as 
legally  constituted  an  offence ;  and  secondly,  that 
even  if  they  had  been  so,  no  distinct  charge  of  the 
several  alleged  offences  was  stated,  and  no  oppor- 
tunity given  to  the  party  accused  of  l)eing  heard, 
before  x)assing  sentence.    In  re  Pollabd         106 

3. Leave  having  been  given  by  the  Judi- 
cial Committee  (on  an  ex  parte  application)  to 
appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  against  an 
Older  of  commitment  for  contempt,  and  a  judg- 
ment refusing  leave  to  appeal  from  such  Order, 
made  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of 
Brilish  Guiana ;  without  prejudice  to  the  question 
of  the  competencv  of  Her  Majesty  to  entertain  an 
appeal  from  an  Order  of  commitment  made  by  a 
0:>urt  of  Record  inflicting  punishment  by  fine  or 
imprisonment  for  contempt;  the  Appellant  ob- 
je<^ed,  inter  alia,  that  the  Supremo  Court  of  Civil 
Justice  in  British  Otiiana  was  not  a  Court  of 
Beoord,  and  had  no  such  power  of  committing  as 
had  been  exercised.  The  Judicial  CommiSee, 
considering  the  question  of  jurisdiction  a  pre- 
liminary question,  limited  the  argument  to  that 
point :  and  upon  a  review  of  tho  Orders  in  Council 
and  Ordinances  establishlug  the  Civil  and  Criminal 
Courts  in  British  Guiana  was  of  opinion,  (1)  that 
the  Supreme  Court  of  Civil  Justice  of  that  Colony 
was  constituted  a  Court  of  Record,  and  had  power 
to  commit  for  contempt,  and  (2)  that  the  exercise 
of  such  a  power  bein^  discretionary  was  not  the 
subject  of  appeal,  and  that  the  leave  given  there- 
fore ought  not  to  have  been  granted.  MoDermott 
V.  The  Jnx3E8  of  Bmrisu  Gliana  -         -     341 

OOFTSACT.]  Semhle:  The  maxim  in  Chancery 
that  he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity,  when 
applied  to  a  case  of  partial  non-performance  of  an 
agreement,  includes  the  rule  at  law  which,  in 
actions  for  damages  upon  contracts,  discriminates 
between  a  whole  or  only  a  partial  failure  of  per- 
formance :  the  breach  being  a  bar  when  it  goes  to 
the  whole,  but  no  bar  to  a  partial  failure.  In 
which  case  the  party  injured  is  entitled  by  a  cross 
action  to  compcDsation.    Oxfori)  v.  Pbovand  185 
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00HXSIBUTOBIE8 :  See  Compbokise. 

OOVEVANT  TO  PAY  AirHinTT  to  separate  use  of 
feme  sole,  effect  of  subsequent  marriage  with 
oovenantor.    FiTza£&Au>  v.  Fxtzgerau)   -       88 

00818.]  Decree  of  Court  below  partly  ▼aried. 
Each  party  directed  to  pay  their  own  costs.  Ox- 
ford V.  PROTAND         -  -  -  -      186 

C08T8  AHS  BAXAOES.]  The  Admiralty  Court 
in  releasing  a  Foreign  Tessel,  in  a  suit  for  wages, 
from  arrest,  declining  to  exercise  jurisdiction, 
oondenmed  the  Plaintiff  in  costs  and  damages. 
Such  part  of  the  decree  of  the  Admiralty  reveiiiMi, 
as  the  suit  was  not  ripe  for  hearing.  The  "  Nina  " 

[88 

OOUTXniE  D£  PABIS^-Construction  of  Art.  289  : 
See  Colonial  Law.   7. 

OOVXBTTTBE :  See  Deed. 

CBOSS-aVITS—AFPEAL  BT  OHB  PASTT:  S>e 

Ship  and  Shipping,  2. 

BAXA0E — Cause  of,  for  personal  injuries  against 
ship.    The  "  Beta  "  -         -  -         -     447 

BAXAeES  FOB  BBXACH  07  OOnBAOT.]  Rule 
of  law  in  respect  of  part  performance  of  contract. 
Oxford  v.  Provand   .         -         -         -     185 

DAMAGES    0CCA8I0HEB   BY    COLUBIOK    IK 
EOBEIGN  WATERS :  See  Foreign  Law. 

BEdSIOKSOVEBBULEB,  fta]— 1.  fforc  y.  JfecJier 
(12  Sim.  46,0)  doubted.  Fitzgerald  v,  Fitz- 
osrald  ------       83 

». Tlie  case  of  SmWi  v.  Condru  (1  How. 

Rep.  (U.S.)  28)  observed  ui)on.  The  "ilALLEy  " 

[193 

3. The  case  of  The  Julia  (14  Moore's  P.  C. 

Cases,  210)  approved.  Thb  •* Alice"  and  The 
^'  Princess  Alice  "     -         -         -         -     245 

4. The  Clarisse  (12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases, 

340),  and  The  Neptune  (12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases, 
346),  followed.    The  **  England  '  -  -     263 

6.  WestertoH  v.  Liddell  (Special  Report 

by  E.  F.  Moore,  Lond.  1857;  followwl.  Martin  v 
Haokonochie  -         -         -         .         .     365 

6. The  case  of  Ex  parte  Totty  (29  L.  J. 

Ch.  (N.S.)  702)  distinguished.  The  Bank  of 
Hindustan  «.  The  Eastern  Financial  Assogla- 
tion      -.-----     4gQ 

7. The  ease  of  The  Stettin  (Br.  &  Lush. 

199)  followed.    The  "Lion"  -         -     625 

BEGBEE   FOB    UKUVEBY   07   CABGO,   AKB 
SALE ;  See  Ship  and  Shipping.    1. 

BEEB.]  A  man  by  Deed  covenants  to  pay  a 
woman  an  annuity  for  her  life,  payable  half- 
yeaorly,  for  her  separate  use,  and  free  from  antici- 
pation. Tbe  (yovenimtor  afterwards  marries  the 
Annuitant,  and  dies  leaving  her  surviving : — Held 
(aflarming  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below),  that 
the  annuity  is  not  extinguibhed,  but  only  sus- 
pended by  the  marriage,  and  that  the  Widow  is 
entitled  to  recover  arrears  accrued  subsequent  to 
the  death  of  her  husband.  FrraaERALD  v.  Fitz- 
oebald  ---....       g3 

BEP08IT  BY  CUSTOUEB  WITH  BAKKEBS  FOB 

SAFE  KEEPIN6 :  See  Bankebs. 
BEV18E ;  See  Colonial  Law.    1. 
DOUBLE  IHTEinDMEHT:  /8^  Ambiguitt. 
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EOtfLESIASnCAL  LAW.}-1.  The  gMat  of  a 
Faculty  for  the  appropriation  of  a  vftuU  in  k 
Church  or  Chapel  is  entirely  within  the  diserotion 
of  the  Ordinary.  The  Ecclesiastical  lawreqnires, 
before  such  Faculty  is  decreed,  that  aU  penons 
interested  in  opposing  the  grant  should  be  heard 
before  the  Ordinary.  The  Vioar  or  perpetual 
Curate  of  a  Church,  though  entitled  to  officuile  in 
and  have  free  aocess  to  the  Chancel,  has  no  right 
to  fees  for  tbe  erection  of  monumental  tabletd,  or 
for  the  oonjKtruction  of  vaults  in  the  Chancel.  A 
fiiculty  for  that  purpose  may  be  legally  granted 
without  hiB  eoneent ;  but  he  lias  a  wrtona  eiandij 
by  reason  of  his  position  as  Incumoent^  to  oppose 
the  grant  of  sucL  a  Faculty. — A  faculty  for  the 
appropriation  of  a  family  vault  under  the  Chancel 
of  a  District  Church,  having  been  applied  for  by 
the  lay  proprietor  of  the  great  tithes,  and  the 
owner  of  the  land  immediately  adjacent  to  and  in 
the  vicinity  of  the  Church,  was  objected  to  by  the 
Vicar  of  the  Parish,  because,  among  other  reaaons, 
the  access  to  it  being  only  from  the  exterior,  and 
no  Churchyard  or  burial  ground  attached,  there  waa 
no  consecrated  ground  outside  the  Church  on  which 
any  part  of  the  burial  service  could  be  performed ; 
such  Faculty  was,  however,  granted  by  the  Ordi- 
nary, and  the  grant  thereof  confirmed  on  appeal 
by  the  Judge  of  the  Arches  Court : — Held,  by  tiie 
Judicial  Committee,  that  tliough  the  granting  of 
such  a  Faculty  was  entirely  within  the  discretion 
of  the  Ordinary,  such  discretion  ought  to  be  exer- 
cised so  as  to  prevent  the  possibility  of  a  misuse 
by  the  grantee,  and  that,  in  the  ciroumstances, 
the  grant  ought  only  to  issue  on  the  condition  that 
the  grantee  appropriated,  and  consented  to  the 
consecration,  of  a  sufficient  piece  of  ground  near 
the  opening  of  the  vault,  to  be  so  consecrated  for 
the  sole  and  special  purpose  of  burials  in  the 
vault,  and  such  Faculty  decreed  acoardingly. — 
The  Ordinary  cannot  compel  an  Incumbent  by 
Ecclesiastical  censure  to  perform  the  burial  service 
on  the  unconsccrated  ground  in  which  the  only 
entrance  to  the  vault  is  to  be  found.  Kuao  r. 
KlNGSMILL         -----        69 

2. .    The  shutting  up    and   refusing  to 

perform  Divine  Service  in  one  of  two  Chun£es, 
forming  together  a  distinct  Parish  and  Benefice 
under  an  Order  in  Council,  made  pursuant  to  the 
1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  and  2  &  3  Yict.  o.  49,  is  an 
Ecclesiabtical  offence  cop:nizablo  under  the  Church 
Disci^ine  Act,  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  and  the  l^mun- 
bent  persisting  in  such  a  course,  after  notice  from 
the  Ordinary,  may  bo  proceeded  against  under 
that  Act  for  having  offended  against  the  Eccle- 
siastical Law  of  the  realm,  by  a  contumacious 
refusal  to  obey  the  lawful  order  of  his  Bishop. — 
The  13  &  U  Car.  2,  c.  4  (The  Act  of  lTnifcnnitff\ 
does  not  apply  where  there  are  two  Churches  in 
the  same  I'arish,  so  as  to  require  the  Incumbent 
to  perform  momine  and  evening  service  in  each 
of  them  every  Lord's  day,  and  the  words  of  sect.  2 
of  that  Statute  "  every  Church,  Chapel,  or  other 
place  of  public  worship)  within  this  realm  of  Enq- 
land,**  must  be  read  "  in  each  Church  "  ibr  which 
there  is  a  Minister. — ^The  jurisdiction  given  ex- 
clusively to  the  Bishop  by  the  lODth  section  of 
the  1  &  2  Vict.  c.  106,  has  reference  only  to  pro- 
ceedings taken  under  that  Act,  and  does  not  oust 
the  general  jurisdiction  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Comt 
for  an  offence  committed  against  the  Common 
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Eoclenwtical  Law. — Qutere:  Whether  the  refusal 
to  perfona  service  in  ouo  of  two  Churches  in  a 
Parish  is  an  inadequate  performanoo  of  Eoeleeiao- 
tieal  duties  within  the  meaning  of  the  77th  section 
of  the  Statnte,  1  &  2  Viet  c.  106.  Brcu  v.  Tuk 
BiBBOP  or  WiKOHSSTjm         ...         -     J223 

8.  J    The  Issuing  of  tiie  Writ,  de  ti  hucd 

removerMf  from  the  Common  Law  side  of  the 
Coart  of  Chancery  in  England  has  fallen  into 
desuetude,  as  the  same  relief  can  be  given  by 
Injunction  in  a  case  of  obstruction  to  the  indnc- 
tion  of  a  party  to  a  Benefice,  to  restrain  all  inter- 
ference therewith. — Orders  of  the  Court  of  Chan- 
cery of  Bermuda  refusing  to  issue  a  Writ,  de  vi 
laicd  removend^,  affirmed  on  appeal.  JEb  parte 
Jenkins  -----     268 

4,  --*-—  In  a  proceeding  against  a  Clerk  in 
Holy  Orders^  under  the  Church  Visciplttie  Act, 
3  &  4  Vict  c.  8t),  for  offending  against  the  Laws 
Eoclesiastical,  (1)  in  kneeling  or  prostrating  him- 
self before  the  consecrated  Elements,  and  (2)  in 
using  lighted  Candles  on  the  Communion  Table 
during  the  celebration  of  the  Holy  Qommuuion, 
when  such  Candles  were  not  wanted  for  light : — 
JSMy  on  appeal  (reversing  the  decree  of  the 
Ardiea  Court),  first,  that,  according  to  the  Bu- 
brio,  the  Celebrant  during  the  prayer  of  consecra- 
tion in  the  order  of  administration  of  the  Holy 
Communion  must  stand,  and  not  kneel  or  pro- 
strate himself  before  the  consecrated  Elements 
during  the  reciting  of  the  prayer,  and  that  the 
words  "  stundiog  before  the  Table  "  apply  to  the 
whole  sentence  in  the  Bubric,  and  to  all  the  acts 
directed  to  be  done :  that,  therefore,  a  change  of 
posture  is  a  violation  of  the  Bubric  which  imme- 
diately precedes  the  prayer  of  Consecration,  and 
constitutes  an  Ecclesmstical  offence  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Uniformity  Acts,  13  &  11  Car.  2, 
c.  4,  ss.  2, 17,  24,  taken  in  connection  with  1  Eliz. 
c.  2,  and  is  punishable  by  admonition  under 
sect.  23  of  the  latter  Act,  and  does  not  belong  to 
the  category  of  cases  which,  according  to  the  pre- 
face to  the  rrayer  Book,  should  bo  referred  to  the 
Bishop  of  the  Diocese  for  his  direction : — Heldf 
furthyer,  that  it  is  not  opca  to  a  Minister  of  the 
Church,  or  to  the  Judicial  Committee  in  advising 
Her  Majesty  as  the  highest  Ecclesiastical  Tri- 
bunal of  appeal,  to  draw  a  distinction  in  acts 
which  are  a  departure  frum,  or  a  violation  of  the 
Bubric,  between  those  which  are  important,  and 
those  which  appear  to  be  trivial,  the  object  of  the 
Act  of  Vni/ormity  being,  as  the  preamble  ex- 
])resses  it,  to  produce  **an  universal  agreement  in 
the  public  worship  of  Almichty  God :'  and  the 
rale  laid  down  by  the  Judicial  Committee  in 
Westerton  v.  LitJdeU  (Moore's  Special  Bep.  187) 
that,  ^*  In  the  performance  of  the  services,  rites, 
and  ceremonies  ordcjed  by  the  Prayer  Book,  the 
directions  contained  in  it  must  be  strictly  ob- 
served :  no  omission  and  no  addition  can  be  per- 
mitted," adhered  to  and  affirmed. — i/e?(7,  secondly, 
that  it  is  unlawful  to  place  lighted  Candles  on 
the  Communion  Table  during  the  celebration  of 
the  Holy  Communion,  when  such  Candles  are  not 
wanted  for  the  purpose  of  giving  light,  (1)  as  the  I 
use  of  lighted  C^smoles,  if  intended  as  a  ceremony, 
or  ceremonial  act,  is  not  among  the  ceremonies 
which  are  retaiuca  in  the  Prayer  Book,  and  must, 
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therefore,  be  included  among  those  that  are  abo- 
lished and  prohibited  by  1  Elis.  c.  2,  ss.  4  and  27, 
which  Statute  is  applicable  to  the  present  Prayer 
Book,  and  by  which  the  Boyal  Inj  auctions  issued 
in  the  first  year  of  Edward  VL  (a.d.  1547),  even 
if  they  possessed  statutable  authority,  were,  so  far 
as  they  could  bo  token  to  authorize  the  use  of 
lights  as  a  ceremony  or  ceremonial  act^  abrogated 
and  repealed ;  and  (2)  if  Candlesticks  and  Candles 
were  intended  to  be  as  Ornaments  when  lighted, 
and  used  with  reference  to  a  service  in  which 
they  are  to  act  as  symbols  and  illustrations,  they 
are  not  Ornaments  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Bubric,  as  they  are  not  prescribed  by  the  autho- 
rity of  Parliament  as  mentioned  in  the  Bubric  to 
the  first  Pjrayer  Book ;  nor  are  the  I^jonotians  of 
1547  the  *'  authority  of  Parliament  **  within  the 
meaning  of  that  Bubric ;  nor  are  lighted  Candles 
subsidiarv  to  the  service,  for  they  do  not  facili- 
tate, much  less  are  they  necessary  to,  the  service ; 
nor  can  a  separate  and  independent  Ornament, 
previously  in  use,  be  said  to  be  consistent  with  a 
Bubric  which  is  silent  as  to  it,  and  which,  by 
neoessaiy  ixni^tcation,  abolishes  what  it  docs  not 
retain. — Construction  of  the  Hubrio  as  to  Orna- 
ments, in  the  commencement  of  the  Prayer  Book, 
which  provides  that  ^^such  Ornaments  of  the 
Church  and  of  the  Ministers  thereof,  at  all  times 
of  their  IMinistration,  shall  b«  retained  and  be  in 
use  as  were  in  this  Church  of  England,  by  autho- 
rity of  Parliament,  in  the  second  year  of  the 
Beign  of  King  Edward  VI."  con&idered,  and  the 
following  propositions  laid  down  and  decided  in 
Westerton  v.  LiddeU  (Moore's  Special  Bep.  156, 
160,  187),  recognised  and  aflirmed : — First,  that 
the  words  '*  authority  of  Parliament "  in  the  Bu- 
bric refer  to  and  mean  the  Act  of  Parliament 
2  &  3  Edw.  6,  c.  1,  giving  Parliamentary  effect  to 
the  first  Prayer  Book  of  Edward  VI.,  and  do  not 
refer  to  or  mean  Canons  or  Boyal  Injunctions 
having  the  authority  of  Parliament  made  at  an 
earlier  period  (Moore's  Special  Rep.  160 ,.— Second, 
that  the  term  '*  Ornaments  "  in  the  Bubric  means 
those  articles  the  use  of  which,  in  the  services  and 
ministrations  of  the  Church,  is  prescribed  by  that 
Prayer  Book  (Ibid.  156).— Third,  that  the  term 
*^  Ornaments  "  is  confined  to  thoso  articles  (Ibid. 
156). — Fourth,  that  though  there  may  be  articles 
not  expressly  mentioned  in  the  Rubric  the  use  of 
which  would  not  be  restrained,  they  must  bo 
articles  which  are  consistent  with,  and  subsidiaiy 
to^  the  services ;  as  an  organ  for  singing,  a  cie- 
'  deuce  Table  from  which  to  take  the  sacramental 
{  bread  and  wine,  cushions,  hussocks,  &c.  (Ibid.  187.) 
j  — It  is  too  late  to  object  to  a  Citation,  as  shewing 
I  no  Ecclesiastical  offence  to  have  been  committed, 
after  the  accused  Clerk  has  appeared  without 
I  protest  and  prayed  for  Articles,  wiiich  operates  as 
a  waiver. — There  is  no  analogy  between  an  in- 
dictment and  the  process  for  admonition  under 
sect.  23  of  1  Kliz.  c.  2,  in  respect  to  Ecclesiastical 
'  oficnces.    Mabtjn  v.  MACKONOCuns  -     S65 

\  EQUITABLE  FLEA:  SeeVuLKDJSO,    4. 

EQUITY :   See  Contbact  ;   Specific   Pebform- 

I  AircE. 

EVIDEMOE.]    1.  A,  purchased  from  B.  lands  in 

,  the  Colony  of  Natal,  and  registered  the  same.  A, 

aftcrward-j  mortgaged  the  lauds  of  C,  and  do- 
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livered  to  bim  the  groue^  oz  copy,  of  hia  regiitered 
title  deed.  This  mortgage  was  alK>  regifltered. 
Default  haviBg  been  made  ia  payment  of  the 
priDcipal  and  interest  of  the  mortgiage  money,  C. 
bronght  a  suit  in  the  nature  of  a  lorecU>sure  suii, 
and  obtained  a  provisional  sentence,  by  which  the 
same  was  declared  ex(H;utable  in  satisfaction  of 
the  iBortgage  debt,  and  the  landd  atUched  for  the 
amount  oLue  upon  tlie  mortgage.  Befoie  any  eale 
took  place  under  sucJi  attachment,  D.  d:  S.  ob> 
tained  an  iuterdict  from  the  Supircme  Court  againgt 
the  transfer,  on  the  alloffation  that  previously  to 
the  sale  to  A.,  B.  had  sold  the  lands  to  them,  and 
that  A.  had  notice  of  such  previous  sale.  D.  &  E. 
afterwards  instituted  a  suit  against  A.  (withont 
making  C,  the  mortgagee,  a  party).  The  object 
of  the  suit  was  to  sot  aside  the  Qriginol  sale  fMcm. 
B.  on  the  ground  that  the  sale  and  registration 
was  a  fraudulent  transaction  between  A.  and  B^ 
and  I>.  &  E.  obtained  a  judgment,  whereby  the 
Supreme  Court  adjudged  the  tnuLsfor  to  ^.  to  be 
cancelled  nnd  sot  aside.  In  consequence  of  the 
interdict  restraining  the  sale,  C.  instituted  a  suit 
against  D.  4s  E,  and  jL  to  set  aside  the  intoEdiot 
and  enforce  the  provisional  sentence  obtained  by 
him.  In  this  suit  the  only  evidence  of  the  allcgeicl 
fraud  between  A.  and  B.  was  the  judgment  in  the 
suit  by  D.  d-  E.  against  A.  The  Supreme  Court 
at  Natal,  acting  upon  that  judgment,  decreed  in 
favour  of  D.  &  E.  Upon  npj)eal,  such  judgment 
reversed  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  on  the  ground 
that  the  judgment  in  the  suit  by  D.  &  E.  against 
A.  was  not  admissible  in  evidence,  being,  so  far  as 
respected  (7.,  res  inter  alioi  aciUj  and  binding  only 
on  the  parties  to  that  suit;  and  that,  in  the 
absence  of  any  evidence  of  fraud  in  the  original 
tmnsfcr  between  A.  and  B.^  the  interdict  obtained 
by  D.  &  E.  could  not  be  sustained.  The  Natal 
Land  ajcd  Colonization  Company  r.  Good     121 

2. At  the  close  of  the  PlaintiflTs  case,  the 

Defendant  applied  for  a  nonsuit,  on  the  ground 
that  the  Bank,  being  gratuitous  Bailees,  there 
was  no  evidence  given  of  such  negligence  ns  t6 
render  them  liable.  The  Judge  refused  to  stop 
the  case,  but  reserved  leave  to  move  for  a  nonsuit. 
The  jury  found  for  the  Plaintiff.  The  Defendant 
obtained  a  rule  to  set  aside  the  yerdict,  and  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  Defendant,  or  for  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit,  and  the  Court  made  the  rule 
absolute  for  a  nonsuit: — Heid,  that  such  course 
was  regular,  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the  Court  to 
do  what  the  Judge  ought  to  have  done  at  the 
Trial,  when  at  the  close  of  the  Plaintiff's  case 
there  was  no  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  could 
reasonably  and  properly  find  a  verdict,  as  the 
Judge  ought  to  nave  directed  a  nonsuit ;  and,  as 
in  every  case  before  evidence  is  left  to  the  jury 
there  is  a  preliminary  question  for  tlie  Judge,  not 
whether  there  is  literally  any  evidence,  but  whether 
there  is  any  evidence  upon  which  a  jury  can  pro- 
perly proceed  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  party  pro- 
ducmg  it,  upon  whom  the  onus  of  proof  is  imposed. 
GiBLiN  V.  MoMullen  _  -  -     817 

EZSCTJTIOV  OF  WHX  in  Loicer  Canada:  See 
OoLONUL  Law.    7. 

EXTERHIOK  OT  TEBH  OF  JLET1XB8  FATEHT  : 

See  Patent. 

EXTIKOniSHMEHT :  See  Deed. 


FACULTT  FOB  VABXT— Diaeretlon  of  jQidmcy 
to  grant,  or  impose  conditions :  See  EocLEausncAL 
Law.    1. 

FAJUBXBQIIALSIHDiEEB:  ^as  Attobiik?. 

FAKILT  HAKE,  FB0FEBT7  Dl.]  In  BtujU^nd 
the  asHumption  of  a  name,  the  painmymic  of  a 
family,  by  a  stranger,  who  hod  never  before  been 
called  by  that  name,  is  not  the  subject  of  a  civil 
action,  as  by  the  English  Law  there  is  no  right 
of  property  in  a  person  to  the  nse  of  a  porticalar 
name,  to  the  extent  of  enabling  him  to  prevent 
the  assumption  of  his  name  by  another.- — AlHer, 
as  to  the  exclusive  use  of  a  name  in  connection 
with  a  trade  or  business,  which  right  ia  recog- 
nised, and  a  party  assuming  it  eolourably  or 
otherwise,  being  an  invasion  of  another's  rights, 
is  a  fraud,  for  which  a  remedy  lies  either  at  Law 
or  Equity.    Du  Botxat  «.  Du  Boulay      -     430 

FELOHT.]  A  Prisoner  having  been  tried  and 
convicted  of  a  capital  Felony,  by  a  Court  of  Oyer 
and  Terminer  in  New  South  Wale$,  and  sentence 
of  death  passed,  and  the  judgment  entered  up  on 
the  Record,  an  application  was  made  to  the  Su- 
premo Court,  sitting  in  Banco,  for  a  rule  for  a 
Venire  de  novo^  on  an  affidavit  which  stated,  that 
one  of  the  jury  had  informed  the  Deponent,  that 
pending  the  trial,  and  before  the  verdict,  the  jurj' 
having  adjourned  to  an  Hotel,  had  access  to  News- 
papers which  contained  a  report  of  the  trial  as  it 
proceeded,  with  comments  thereon.  The  Supreme 
Court  made  the  nilc  absolute,  considering,  that 
there  had  been  a  rais-trial,  and  ordered,  an  entr}* 
to  be  made  on  the  Record  of  the  circumstances 
deposed  to; — that  the  I'udgment  on  the  verdict 
should  be  vacated,  and  a  fresh  trial  had.  On 
appeal  to  Her  Majesty  in  Council,  AeZd,  by  the 
Judicial  Committee,  acting  on  the  case  of  jReg.  v. 
Bertrand  (Law  Rop.  1  P.  C.  520) :— First,  that 
the  discretionary  power  of  the  Supreme  Court  to 
grant  new  trials  docs  not  extend  to  cases  of 
Felony;  and  tliat  a  Venire  de  novo  cannot  be 
a^Tirded  after  verdict  upon  a  charge  of  Felony, 
tried  upon  a  good  indictment  and  by  a  competent 
IVibimal; — Secondly,  that  if  a  Vernre  da  tfiMio 
could  be  awarded  upon  an  applicatiou  by  way  of 
error  on  appeal,  the  ijroceeding  in  the  Supreme 
Court  was  defective  in  form,  and  not  wamffited 
by  the  suggestion  entered  on  the  Beoord ;  and 
tlierefore, — ^Thirdlv,  that  the  Ordor  for  vacieiiiag 
the  judgment,  and  for  a  Venire  de  novo^  must  be 
reversed.    Reg.  v.  Murphy  -  -  -     586 

FOBBOLO0TJBB :  See  Colonial  Li.inr.    4. 

FOSSIOV  OOHBULJ  Practice  relating  fo  n<ftioe 
to,  in  suit  against  Ix)reign  Vessel.    The  **  Kxba** 

[88 

FOBEIGlf  LAW.]  In  cases  arising  upon  contracts 
entered  into  a  Foreign  country,  the  Courts  of 
England  inquire  into  and  act  upon  the  law  of 
Foreign  countries,  where,  by  express  saftenee, 
•r  by  necessary  implicatimi,  the  Foreign  law  is 
incorporated  with  the  contract,  and  proof  and 
consideration  of  the  Foreign  law  becomes  neoes- 
sary  to  the  construction  of  the  ooatraot  itsall  But 
in  admitting  the  proof  of  Foreign  law  aa  part  of 
the  circumstances  attending  the  ezeoution  of  the 
contract,  or  aa  one  of  the  facts  of  the  eusfcanoe  of 
a  tort,  an  English  Court  applies  and  enforaes  its 
own  law,  so  far  as  it  is  applicable  to  the  caae 
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cstablifihed,  but  will  not  enforce  a  Foreign  Mu- 
nicipal law,  and  ^ve  a  remedy  in  the  shape  of 
damages^  in  respect  cxf  vd  aei  witMk  by  ibe  Bag- 
iiah  Jaw  imposes  no  HBbilit3r<on  i\m  person  from 
whom  the  damage  was  claimed. — Thiv)  in  a  cause 
of  ooUuiion  promoted  by  the  ownerti  of  a  Nor- 
wegian Barque,  o gainst  a  British  Steamer,  in  the 
<  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  Snglandy  for  damage 
•done  in  Bel^n  waters,  alleged  to  ha?a  been  oe- 
<»sioned  by  the  negligent  and  improper  navigation 
-of  the  stecunvessel,  the  owners  of  the  Steamship 
pleaded,  that  the  vessel  was  in  charge  of  a  Pilot 
whom  they  were  compelled  by  the  Belgian  law  to 
-employ.  The  owners  of  the  Barque  replied,  that 
by  the  Belgian  law  it  is  provided  that  tlie  owners 
-of  a  Ship  which  has  done  damage  to  another  by 
•collision  are  liable  fttr  the  damjige  notwithstand- 
ing the  vessel  was  in  charge  of  a  compulacNry 
Pilot,  and  although  the  damage  was  occasioned 
by  his  negligence  or  want  of  sKill.  The  owners 
of  the  Barque  to  this  plea  objected,  that  even  if 
the  article  pleaded  were  true,  they  would  not  be 
liable  in  the  Court  of  Admiralty  in  England.  The 
■Court  of  Admiralty  admitted  the  plea  of  the 
Belgian  law : — ITdd,  by  the  Judicial  Committee, 
reversing  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty, 
that  the  claim  being  founded  on  a  tort  committed 
in  the  territory  of  a  Foreign  State,  the  party 
claiming  reparation  in  a  British  Court  was  not 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  Foreign  law  against 
the  admitted  provisions  of  the  Statute  Law  of 
England  and  the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiialty  in  respect  of  compulsory  pilotage,  by 
which  no  such  liability  as  provided  by  the  Belgian 
taw  existed,  as  it  is  contrary  to  principle  and 
■authoritv  to  bold  that  an  English  Court  will  en- 
force a  Foreign  Municipal  law,  and  give  a  remedy 
in  the  shape  of  damage,  in  respect  of  an  act 
which,  according  to  its  own  principles,  imposes  no  | 
liability  on  the  person  from  whom  the  damages 
lire  claimed.    The  "  Halley  "        -  -     193  , 

JO'SElQiM  YEBBXL :  See  JuBisnicriGK.    1. 

JTBADD:   See    Attornet;     Evidence;    iKDrAU 

Penal  Code  ;  Pleadixg.    1. 

I 
TBJdOHT — ^Part  paid  in  advance  by  the  ohar-  l 

ierers :  See  Bottohby  Bond*    1. 

TKBSCE  LAW  IK  LOWER  CAHADA;  See  Colo-  ' 
KiAL  Law.    1,  5,  7. 

OXRZRAL  AVXRAOE:  See  Bottomby  Bond.    1. 

^SAXTTITOUB  BAILEES :  See  BAmcEBs. 

OB088  HXOLIOENOE.]  The  application  of  the 
term  "  gross  negligence,"  in  the  case  of  gratuitous 
Bailees,  considered  and  commented  on.  OxBiiUf 
r.  McMuLLES  -----     317  • 

JSOBSEEAOE.]  In  an  action  for  the  recover}' of  the  . 
amount  of  the  stake  deposited  by  one  of  the  parties 
to  a  Hone  nice,  to  abide  the  event  of  the  race,  the  \ 
jury  foimd  for  tiie  Plainttfon  the  ground  that  the 
race,  though  run  under  the  auspices  of  the  AuMra- 
h'an  Jockey  Club,  was  not  run  under  the  Jockey 
•Club  roles  as  provided  by  the  agreement;  the 
Court  b^ow  granted  a  New  Trial  on  the  ground 
that  the  race  was  properly  run  under  the  agree- 
^ncnt : — Held^  by  the  Juctioial  Committee,  on  the 
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construction  of  the  agreement  and  the  rules  of  the 
Jockey  Chib  which  it  referred  to,  that  the  ilnding 
of  the  lury  was  wrong,  and  that  a  New  Trial  was 
prc^ierly  granted.    Dines  v.  Wolfe  -     880 

XTrSBAES  AES  WIEE :  See  Deed. 


UrCBEAiB  OF  8TO0K:  See  Mobtoaqb  or  Sreep. 

niDIAir  ACTS,  No.  XIX.  of  1859,  sect.  69,  and 
No.  X.  of  1866,  sect.  174 :  See  CoMFRoansE. 

lEDXAE  nEAL  CODE :  See  Attornet. 

IKDtrCXIOE  TO  BEEEFIGE  :  See  Ecclesiastical 
IjAW.    3. 

IEJUECTI0E8    OF    1M7 :    See    Ecolbsiastical 
Law.    4. 

nrSOLTEEOT:  See  Colonial  Law.    3. 

IBBEOVLASITT :  See  Colonial  Law.    4. 

JOIET  EESLIGEECE :  See  Ship  and  SmppiNG.  2- 

JOIET  STOCK  COMFAHT  :  See  Cqmpbosiibb. 

JUDGE  AEB  JUEY,  EUECTI0E8  Of:  See  Evi- 
dence.   2. 

JTTDOXEET.]  A  judgment  in  a  suit  between  A. 
and  B.  in  respect  to  real  estate  in  the  Colony  of 
Natal  registered  in  C.*8  name  as  purchaser,  holding 
the  transaction  fraudulent,  is  ree  inter  alios  acta 
us  to  C.J  in  ft  subsequent  suit  by  A.  against  C 
The  Natal  Land  and  Coloxizatiok  CoiirAXY  r. 
Good     ------     121 

JUXISDICaiOE.]— 4.  In  a  suit  for  wages  by 
Seamen  on  boanl  a  Foreign  Vessel  the  C>>urt  of 
Admiralty  has  jurisdiction,  but  will  not  exercise 
it  without  first  giving  notice  in  accordance  with 
the  directions  of  the  10th  of  the  Rules  and  Orders 
of  1859,  for  the  practice  of  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty,  to  the  Consul  of  the  nation  to  which 
the  Foreign  vessel  belongs,  and  if  the  Consul,  by 
protest,  objects  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  the 
Court  of  Admiralty  will  determine  whether  it  is 
fit  and  proper  that  the  suit  should  proceed  or  be 
stayed.  Such  protest  docs  not,  tpio/ocfo,  operate 
as  a  bar  to  the  prosecution  of  the  suit,  as  the 
Foreign  Consul  has  not  the  power  to  put  a  veto 
on  the  exercise  of  jurisdiction  by  the  Court  of 
Admiralty. — In  such  suit  it  makes  no  difiercnco 
that  the  Plaintifi*  ia  a  British  subject :  it  is  the 
nationaUty  of  the  vessel,  and  not  the  nationality 
of  the  individual  Seaman  suing  for  his  wages,  that 
regulates  the  course  of  procedure. — Section  10  of 
the  AdmiraUy  Qmrt  Act  of  1861,  24  Vict.  c.  10, 
which  gives  jurisdiction  to  the  High  Court  of 
Admiralty  over  any  claim  by  a  Seaman  of  any 
Ship  (meaning  thereby  the  Ship  of  any  nation), 
only  extends  the  previous  jurisoiction  in  the  or- 
dinary case  of  wages,  to  wages  under  special  con- 
tract, and  disbursements  on  account  of  the  Ship, 
and  does  not  abolish  the  practice  enjoined  by  the 
10th  of  the  Rules  and  Orders  of  1859.  A  British 
sulgect  having  shipped  as  PHotOy  or  Mate,  in  a 
Portuguese  vessel,  under  a  written  inntmrnent 
called  a  Matricula,  or  Roll,  which  contained  tho 
terms  of  his  engagement,  instituted  a  suit  and 
arrcBted  the  vessel  On  her  arrival  at  her  port  of 
destination,  on  a  claim  for  extra  wages  and  dis- 
bursements.   The  Owner  resisted  the  claim,  in- 
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XUBJgDTXTnOB'-eontinued. 

gbting  that  the  yeauii  Tfas  a  Foreign  vessel,  and 
that  tne  PUoto  and  crew  were  engaged  aeoording 
to  the  law  of  FortugaJ^  and  had  agreed,  by  the 
Matrietda,  to  submit  to  the  Codigo  Commeroial  of 
FcrtugdJL,  which,  by  Art.  1489^  proyidfs,  that  in 
caae  of  any  diroute  between  him  and  the  Master, 
the  Portuguese  Consol  in  or  near  the  port  at  which 
the  YGSsel  might  chance  to  be,  should  have  exclu- 
ATe  jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  snch  dispute 
according  to  the  law  of  Portugal;  and  he  relied 
on  the  protest  of  the  Portuguese  Consul  and  the 
law  of  Portugal,  as  stated  by  him  on  affidavit,  as 
applicable  to  the  case.  The  Judge  of  the  High 
donxt  of  Admiralty  held,  that  although  that  Ck>urt 
had  jurisdiction  in  a  case  for  wages  against  a 
Forei^  vessel,  the  exercise  of  such  jurisdiction 
was  discretionary,  and  refused  to  entertain  the  suit, 
released  the  vessel  from  arrest,  and  condemneil  the 
Plaintiff  in  costs  and  damages.  On  appeal,  held 
by  the  Judicial  Gommittoe,  tirst,  that  tiiough  the 
High  Court  of  Admiralty  had  a  general  discie- 
tionary  authority  to  entertain  such  a  suit,  yet  the 
Plaintiff  having  by  his  agreement  consented  to  be 
bound  by  the  Portuguese  law,  the  Court  below 
rightly  released  the  vessel  from  arrest,  and  deter- 
mmed  that  the  suit  ought  not  to  be  proceeded  with 
in  that  Court;  but,  as  the  suit  liad  not  come  to, 
and  was  not  ripe  for  a  hearing,  the  condemnation 
of  the  Plaintiff  in  costs  and  damages  was  prema- 
ture, and  tbat  part  of  the  decree  of  the  Court  below 
reversed.    The  "  Nuf a  "       -  -  -       88 

8.  Reference  by  the  Crown  to  tlio  Judicial 


Committee,  under  Statute,  3  &  4  Will.  4,  c.  41,  s.  4, 
in  the  matter  of  a  fine  imposed  for  contempt  bv  a 
Colonial  Court.    In  re  Pollabd      -  -     i06 


8. 


Jurisdiction  of  Colonial  Court  to  com- 


niit  an  Insolvtnt  for  fraud,  notwithstanding  an 
English  certificate  of  discharge  under  the  Im- 
perial Statute,  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106,  s.  200.  Gill 
r.  Babbon        -----     157 

4. The  Bermuda  Act  of  1814,  sec.  29,  by 

which  jurisdiction  is  conferred  on  the  Court  of 
Chancery  of  the  Islands,  with  power  **  to  examine, 
hoar,  judge,  determine,  and  decree  all  mutters, 
causes,  and  things  whatever,  as  fully  and  amply 
to  all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever  as  the  High 
Court  of  Chancery  in  England  may  or  can  do,'* 
does  not  necessarily  confer  on  that  Court  the  power 
to  issue  a  Writ  de  vi  laicd  removendu.  Ex  parte 
Jenkins  -----     258 


5. 


The  High  Court  of  Admiralty  has 


jurisdiction,  under  tne  24  Vict.  c.  10  s.  7,  in  a 
cause  of  damage  instituted  against  a  Snip  for  per- 
sonal injuries. — Order  of  the  Court  of  Admiralty 
rejecting  the  admission  of  a  petition  objecting  to 
such  jurisdiction  affirmed,  on  appeal.  The 
"Beta"  -----     447 

LEAVE  TO  APPEAL :  See  Atfjbal.    1,  2 ;  Peac- 

TICE.      8. 

LETTEB8  OP  BEQUEST.]  The  acceptance  of 
Letters  of  Bequest,  sent  by  a  Bishop  to  tne  Arches 
Court  of  Canterbury^  in  proceedings  taken  under 
the  Church  Discipline  Act^  3  &  4  Vict.  c.  86,  is  not 
optional  with  the  Dean  of  the  Arches,  the  Bishop 
being  empowered  by  the  18th  section  of  that  Act 
to  send  such  cuscs  **  to  the  Court  of  appeal  of  the 
Province,  to  be  there  heard  and  determined  ac- 


LETTEB8  OF  XEQUXSI'-cofatfiiiflc;. 
cording  to  the  law  and  practice  of  aock  Court ;"' 
and  it  is  not  requisite  that  the  Iiottera  of  Bequest 
should  contain  any  reason  for  their  being  sent. 
Sheppasd  V,  Piulluiobe      ...     450 

LETTEB8  PATENT :  See  Patent. 

LEX  VOEI :  See  FoBEuar  Law. 

LEX  LOCI :  See  Foeejoh  Law. 

LIBEL.]  Action  by  an  Assistant  Master  of  the 
Government  School  at  St.  Hdena^  against  the 
Comnuinding  Officer,  a  member  of  the  Executive 
Government  In  that  Island,  for  a  Hbcl  contained 
in  a  Letter  written  by  the  Defendant  to  the  Colo- 
nial Secretary  of  the  Island,  stating  iht^  flie 
Plaintiff  was  drunk  and  disorderly  ftt  a  osbI»Id 
time  and  place.  At  the  trial  the  Letter  waa  xM)t 
given  in  evidence,  or  the  publication  proved,  bat 
the  Judge  told  the  jury  that  they  had  to  find, 
whether  it  was  a  privileged  communication  or  noC 
and  directed  them  to  decide  whether  or  not  the 
Defendant  had  taken  sufficient  caTe  fo  aseertam 
the  truth  of  the  statement  made  to  the  Colonial 
Secretary,  and  upon  this  It  would  be  for  hdbn  to 
decide  whether  tiie  Defendant's  oommnnication 
was  a  privileged  one  or  not.  The  jury  found  for 
the  Plaintiff  with  damages,  and  the  Judge,  a  few 
days  afterwards,  gave  judgment  concurring  witii 
the  verdict  i—Hefd,  that  the  psoocndhngB  viae 
altogether  irregular,  and  iud<;ment  arrested,  the 
Judge  having  taken  upon  himself  the  functions  of 
the  jury,  iir^  in  leavmg  it  to  them  to  deiennme 
whether  the  alleged  libel  was  contained  in  an 
official  docaraont  and  a  privileged  oommunication ; 
and,  secondly,  in  not  leaving  it  to  them  to  say 
whether  the  Letter,  if  published,  was  bond  fide; 
and  if  so  found,  then  it  was  for  him  to  detetinine 
whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  it  was  not 
a  privileged  oommnnication. — The  Defendant  did 
not  apply  to  the  Court  below  for  a  new  trial,  but 
upon  special  application  for  leave,  the  Judicial 
Committee,  after  hearing  Counsel  on  both  sides, 
allowed  the  appeal  on  the  ground  of  the  Judge's 
misdirection : — Held,  that  it  was  too  late  at  the 
hearing  to  object,  tliat  the  Appellant  oaght  io 
have  applied  to  the  Court  below  for  a  new  trial. 
Stage  v,  GBimTH     -         -         -  -    410^ 

LIGHTED  0AHDLE8  OK  COUmiHIOH  TABLE: 

See  Ecclesiastical  Law.    4. 

UQUISATOBB — ^Powers  of,  to  oompromiae  claims 
of  a  class  of  Contributories.  The  Bank  or  Hin- 
DCSTAK  T.  The  Eastern  Finakcial  Association 

[489' 

LOWER  CAKADA,  LAW  OF :  See  Coloxuil  Ijlw. 
1,  5,  7. 

HABBIAOE  by  Covenantor  to  pay  annuity  with 
Annuitant : — Held,  that  the  annuity  was  sus- 
pended only  during  coverture,  and  not  extin- 
guished.    FlTZGEBALD  r.  FiTZGEEALD  -       W 

MERCHANT  8HIPPIK0  ACT  (17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104X 

s.  388 :  See  Pilot.  2. 
XORTOAOS  OF  8HSEP.]  Mortgage  of  a  ceriain 
number  of  bmnded  sheep  and  herds  of  cattle  on  a 
Run  in  the  Colony  of  New  South  WaUe^  with  the 
issue,  increase,  and  produce  thereof,  held  limited 
to  the  issue  and  increase  of  suoh  apeoifle  sheep, 
and  not  to  include  any  sheep  afterwards  brDUgat 
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XOBTQA0S  OF  SEKEF^-^tUiHUcd, 

upon  the  Bun,  though  in  substitution  of  those  | 

gpedfied  in  the  original  mortgage.    Wbbsteb  «.  | 

POWBB     -  -  -  -  -  -      W>  , 

XOBTOAOE  OF  SHIP :  See  Sme  and  Shipping.  1.  I 

I 
IffATAL,  LAW  OF:  See  Colonial  Law.   2.  \ 

HBCZSSITT :  See  Bottomry  Bond. 

I 

jrXQUOZNCE:    See   Bankers;    Gboss   Xegli-  | 

OENCE. 

jnSW   TBIAL   IH   A  CASE   OF  FXLOHY :    See 

Felony. 
BONBUIT :  See  Evidbnce.    2. 

JIOTZOE :  iS!pe  EVIDENCE.    I. 

irOVA  8C0TIA— Reviaed  Statut<»s,  port  3,  ch.  13,  ' 
tit  3G,  "  Pleading  and  Practice":  See 

Colonial  Law.   4. 

I 

OLD  FBEKCH  LAW :  See  Colonial  Law.    1,  5,  ' 
6,7. 

OBDORHAirCFS  OF  1555  and  1808:  See  Colo- 
nial Law.    6. 

OBHAHEHTS :  See  Ecclesiastioal  Law.    4. 

FABTOS8  TO  AOTIOV :  See  Pleading.    4. 

PASSFK0EB8 :  Sec  '*  Pilot.''     2. 
PATENT.} — 1.  It  is  essential,  in  ofder  to  obtain 
4in  extension  of  the  term  of  Letters  Patent,  for  the 
Petitioner  to  establish  (1)  that  the  invention  ia  of 
considerable  merit ;  (2)  public  utility ;  and  (2)  in- 
:adequate  remuneration. — Although  the  Judicial 
Committee  will  not  adjudicate  upon  the  validity 
of  Letters  Patent,  the  term  of  which  is  sought  to 
be  prolonged,  yet  where  it  appears  from  the  speoi- 
£cation  t^t  the  subject  matter  is  not  sufficient  to 
sustain  such  Patent,  they  will  not^  in  the  exercise 
of  their  discretion,  recommend  the  Crown  to  ex- 
tend the  term.    Where,  therefore,  the  specifica- 
tion of  a  Patent  described  it  as  improvements  in 
treating,  deodorising  and  disinfecting,  sewage  and 
other  otlensive  matter,  and  also  for  deodorising 
4ind  disinfecting  in  gcueral,  and  as  being  com- 
posed of  two  ordinary  well-known  chemical  acids 
in  combination,  such  acids  being  in  common  use 
for  disinfecting  purposes  by  the  public  before  and 
after  the  Letters  Patent: — Held,  not  to  bo  an  in- 
vention of  sach  merit  and  .utility  as  to  justify  an 
extension,  to  the  detriment  of  the  publio  in  the 
use  of  known  sanitary  agents.     In  re  McDougal's 
Patent  -----        l 


2. The  subject  matter  of  an  invention 

was  the  employment  of  a  metallic  soap,  composed 
of  well-known  chemical  substancea  in  common 
use,  which  the  specification  described  as  appli- 
oable  for  coating  of  iron  and  wood  to  prevent  the 
fouling  of  ships*  bottoms,  and  for  other  useful 
purposes.  Prolongation  of  the  term  of  such 
Letters  Patent  refused  on  the  ground,  first,  that 
the  recommendation  of  an  extension  being  discre- 
tionary, it  would  be  detrimental  to  the  public  in- 
terest to  grant  the  exclusive  benefit  of  a  metallic 
soap  made  from  substances  in  common  use ;  and. 
secondly,  that  the  Patentee  had,  as  it  appeared 
from  the  aooounts,  been  adequately  remunerated 
for  his  invention.  In  re  MoInnes'  Patent  -     54 


PILOT.] — 1.  In  a  caso  of  oollision  occasioned  by  a 
Vessel  under  oompultory  pilotage,  where  no  oon- 
tributory  negligence  on  the  pait  of  the  Master 
and  orew  is  proved,  the  Pilot  in  charge  is  solely 
responsible,  and  ^e  owners  are  exempt  from  the 
consequences  of  his  ne;!leot  or  defeult.    It  is  the 
province  of  the  Pilot  in  giving  dii-ections  for  the 
navigation  of  a  steam  Vessel  of  which  he  is  in 
charge,  to  determine  the  rate  of  speed  at  which 
she  &ould  proceed.    The  '^  Calabab"     -     988 
0.  -— —  It  is  not  compulsory  on  a  passenger 
Ship  to  take  a  licensed  Pilot  on  board  when  she 
is  not  carrying  Passengers :  and  the  Owners  are 
responsible  for  the  negligence  of  the  Pilot,  where 
they  were  not  compellable  to  put  him  in  charge  of 
their  Vessel. — ^The  payment  of  a  fare  is  necessary 
to  oonstitute  a  Passenger  \sithin  the  meaning  of 
the  compolsory  pilotage  sections  of  the  Merchant 
Shipping  Act  (17  &  18  Viet.  c.  104).— Where, 
therefore,  the  Wife  and  Father-in-Law  of  the 
Captain  were  on  board  a  Vessel  (usuully  carry- 
ing Passengers,  but  not  on  a  passage  voyage  at 
the  time),  by  invitation  from  the  Captain,  with- 
out the  privity  of  the  Owners,  who  had  neither 
paid,  nor  agreed  to  pay,  any  fare,  before  a  oollision 
took  place ;  such  persons  were  held  not  to  be  pas- 
sengers within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  so  as  to 
exonerate  the  Owners  from  the  damage  occasioned 
by  the  Pilofs  default.    The  "Lion"         -     525 

PLEADnrO.l — 1.  Semhle,  fraud  not  specifically 
charged  by  the  BUI  cannot  be  relied  on  as  a  ground 
of  reUef  in  a  Court  of  Equity.    Websteb  v.  Power 

[69 

2.  — >—  Inconsistent,  multifarious,  and  vexati- 
ous pleas.  Provisions  of  Nova  Scotia  Revised  Sta- 
tutes, sects.  62  and  03,  of  pari  3.  ch.  134,  tit.  36,  in 
respect  of  amendment  of.  Wallace  v.  MoSwebny 

[180 

8. The  rule,  that  a  pariy  seeking  redress 

for  an  injury  can  only  recover  '*  secundum  ailegata 
et  probaiaf*  appUes  only  to  cases  where  the  aver- 
ments alleged  in  the  pleadint^s  are  material  to  the 
issue  raised. — Where,  therefore,  in  a  case  of  oolli- 
sion caused  by  a  Vessel  drifting  and  driving  down 
upon  another  at  anchor  in  the  same  anchorage, 
though  the  relative  bearing  of  the  two  vessels  pre- 
vious to  the  collision  was  incorjoctly  pleaded  and 
alleged  by  the  Vessel  proved  to  be  entitled  to 
redress,  it  was  held  by  the  Judicial  Committee, 
that  the  Vessels  not  being  in  motion,  their  previous 
relative  bearing  when  at  anchor  was  not  such  a 
material  fact  to  the  issue,  namely,  which  Vessel 
caused  the  collision,  as  to  render  the  actual  proof 
of  the  damage  of  no  avail,  and  so  entitle  the 
offending  party  to  the  benefit  of  tho  rule. — Sembie : 
In  the  case  of  a  collision  between  two  Vessels 
originally  at  anchor,  the  bearing  of  one  Vessel 
with  respect  to  the  other  is  not  such  a  material 
fact  as  necessary  to  be  stated  upon  the  issue 
raised  between  the  parties.  The  *'  Alios  "  anu 
"Bosita"        -  -  -  -  -     214 

4. In  an  action  against  a  Surety  to  re- 
cover a  part  of  a  debt,  by  tho  first  and  second 
counts  tne  Plaintiffs  decl.ired  ns  indorsees  of  a 
Bill  of  Exchange  drawn  by  them,  and  accepted 
by  H.,  indorsed  by  the  Plaintiffs  to  the  Defen- 
dant, and  by  him  to  the  Plaintiffs :  the  third  and 
fourth  counts  were  upon  another  Bill  of  Exchange ; 
and  the  fifth  count  was  upon  a  deed  whereby  tho 
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FLKADIVO — continued. 

DefemUnt  bound  him«clf  to  socurc  pAymeBt  by 
H»  of  hia  two  accepiAnees.    Tho  oouudks  upon  the 
two  Bills  ATeried  th»t  the  Plaintiffs  indorsed  the 
Bills  to  the  Defendant  without  consideration,  in 
order  that  they  might  be  indorsed  by  the  De- 
fendant to  the  Ptamtilfe  for  the  purpose  of  the 
Defendant  becoming  SareU  for  the  payment  of 
the  Bills  by  the  acceptor,  JET,  to  the  Piainti£  As 
to  a  sum  of  £4,606,  port  of  -tbo  moaoy  so  alleged 
to  have  been  secured  by  the  Bills  and  Deed,  the 
Defendant,  to  the  five  counts^  pleaded,  on  equit- 
able grounds,  that  the  two  Bills  which  were 
guaranteed  by  the  Defendant  liad  been  given  for 
the  balance  of  the  purchaae-money  for  certain 
Stations  in  New  South   Wales^  previously  pur^ 
chased  b^  H,  from  the  Plaintiffs,  under  an  agree-  , 
mcut  which  provided,  that  in  case  of  any  dispute 
between  the  Vendors  and  the  Piurchfiser  as  to  any 
matter  connected  with  the  sale,  such  dispute 
should  not  annul  the  sale,  but  should  be  referred 
to  arbitration  in  the  manner  therein  stated ;  and 
the  plea  further  stated,  that  a  dispute  had  arisen  ! 
as  to  tho  extent  of  land  comprised  in  the  Sta- 
tions, that  H.  had  appointed  one  S.  as  his  Arbi-  ' 
trator,  that  the  Plaintiffs  neglected  to  appoint  an 
Arbitrator,  and  that  S.  made  his  Award  concern- 
ing the  dispute,  and  thereby  awarded  that  the 
Plaintiffs  should  pay  to  XT.  £4,606,  in  satisfaction 
of  his  claim.    Tbo  plea  also  stated,  tliat  JT., 
before  the  commencement  of  tho  suit,  claimed 
and  offered  to  deduct  and  set  off"  the  sum  of 
£4,606  against  an  equal  amount  in  price : — Held^ 
first,  that  the  plea  constituted  a  good  eq^uitable 
defence  to  the  action,  as,  from  the  nature  and 
terms  of  the  Contract  set  forth  in  tho  plea,  the 
compensation  admitted  to  have  been  awarded  was 
an  abatement  of  the  price  of  the  Stations,  and 
reduced  pro  tanio  the  amount  of  the  purclinso- 
money  then  unpaid,  and  as  in  equity  the  Defen- 
dant might  have    claimed    the  benefit  of  the 
amount  of  compensation  awarded  as  a  deduction, 
he  was  entitled  to  put  tliis  forwaisd  as  a  defence, 
on  equitable  grounds,  to  so  much  of  the  cause  of 
action  as  was  covered  by  that  amount : — Secondly, 
that  it  was  not  necessary  to  the  validity  of  the 
plea,  that  it  sliould  expressly  aver  that  no  more 
of  the  purchase-money  was  due  than  the  amount 
securecl  by  the  Bills,  or  that,  in  the  absence  of  an 
express  averment,  it  must  by  the  rule  of  pleading 
be  taken  against  the  Defendant,  tliat  the  (act  was  | 
otherwise,  as  the  mle  does  not  apply  to  the  plead-  . 
ing  of  facts  which  lie  peculiarly  witiiin  the  know- 
ledge of  the  oppositu  party: — Thirdlv,  thot  as 
the  Plaintiffs  did  not  reply  and  avoid  tKe  plea  on 
equitable  grounds,  but  demurred,  the  allegations 
in  the  plea  were  to  be  taken  without  any  denial 
or  qualification,  and  every  fair  and  reasonable  in- 
tendment made. — HeJdj  further,  that  in  consider- 
ing the  validity  of  the  equitable  plea  with  respect 
to  parties,  it  was  necessary  to  bear  in  mind,  that 
H.  was  not  a  necessary  party  to  the  action,  as  a 
Court  of  Equity  could,  witiiont  making  H,  a 
party,  grant  an  unconditional  injunction  restrain- 
ing the  Plaintiffs  from  suing  out  execution  upon 
a  judgment,  so  far  as  related  to  the  sum  of  £4,606, 
to  which  the  plea  applied.  Murphy  v.  Glass  40S 

POBTVOTrBIE  OOKKEBCIAL  CODE,  Art.  1489. 
The  "Nina"  ...       88 


PEACTZCE.]  — 1.    Order  made  by  the  Judicial 

Committee  on  application  of  the  Bespondents  in 
a  pending  appeat  for  unlivery  of  the  cargo  and 
sale  of  the  mortgaged  ship,  the  unlivery  and  sale- 
of  which  had  been  decreed  by  the  Court  of  Ad- 
miralty.   The**  Jeff  Da%i8**         -  -       19- 

8.  Proceedings  stayed  in  the    Colony, 

pending  an  appeal  in  a  criminal  matter  to  tfie 
Queen  in  CounoiL    Bbo.  v.  M,vb»bx         -       8S 

8.  In  eirenmstanees,  apeeial  leave  to  ap- 
peal granted,  althouffh  the  amount  involved  in 
the  action  was  \maer  the  appealable  value^ 
Bs.  10,000.  There  being  (1)  an  important  ques- 
tion of  law  raised,  and  eleven  otlier  actions 
brought  involving  the  same  questioo-  of  lawTt  avf 
which  had  been  4ir«ot«d  by  aa  (Mar  of  tlke^ 
Court  below  to  be  lieaxd  upon  th^'  same  evidence 
and  concluded  by  the  same  judgment ;  and  (?), 
the  aggregate  amount  in>'olved  in  the  aetiuns 
being  more  tkan  the  appoalable  valoe.  KoKhbbb 
V.  Snadden      -         *         •         *  -       50 

4.  --^^  TbB  Jndioial  Committee,  thoiich.  un- 
willing to  interfere  with  the  diMretioQ  exercised 
by  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below  in  questions  oT 
salvage,  either  by  increasing  or  diminishing  the 
sum  awarded,  will  nevertheless,  where,  in  their 
judgment,  thero  has  been  excess  in  the  amount, 
or  the  sum  awarded  is  manifestly  insufiScient, 
exercise  their  own  judgment  as  to  the  proper  re- 
muneration to  be  awaideil  and  apporliofted  auaag- 
the  Salvors.    Tbi**Chbtab"         -  -     906. 

5.  —  SembUy  the  Owners  of  the  Vessel  pro- 
ceeded against,  and  decreed  to  be  f^lelf  to  hiaiie* 
having  been  dismissed  from  the  suit  by  rea^^n  of 
the  Vessel  being  in  charge  of  a  comptilsoryKlot ; 
and  ha\ing  neither  appealed  from  the  decree  nor 
adhered  to  the  appeal  brought  by  the  Owners  of 
th(^  Vessel  injured  (the  Plaintiffs  in  the  Court 
below),  cannot,  in  sucli  circumstances,  raise  the 
questions  whether  their  Vessel  was  free  from 
blame,  or  whether  both  Vessels  were  equally  in 
fault,  but  are  confined  to  the  points  roisc^  by  the 
appeal,  whether  the  Pilot  wtis  eolely  to  blame,  or 
whether  there  was  not  contributory  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  Moater  and  enew  of  itxQ  Vfvel 
causing  the  damage.    The  *'  CaIiAiBAIi.*'    -     JM 

6.  Though  the  Judicial  Committee  will 

not  lay  down  any  excluHivo  rule  as  to  appeals  ftom 
judgments  of  the  Coait  below  npoa  qiiestfoaa- 
wliich  are  entirely  of  facts  ;  yet  they  are  most  re> 
luotant  to  come  to  a  conclusion  diffaient  fsom  that 
of  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below^  merely  on  a 
balance  of  testimony ;  the  Jud{<e  having  I'lad  the 
opportunity  of  seeing  and  testing  tbo  ooaditct 
and  demeanour  of  the  witnesses.  The  **  Auce  " 
AND  **  The  Princess  Alice  "  -         ~     M5. 

7. In  reviewing  deoiaona  in  salvacpB  aoits- 

in  respect  of  the  sums  allotted  by  the  Admiralty 
Court  for  salvage  services,  where  there  is  more^ 
than  one  salving  Vessel,  the  Jndieial  Committee,, 
adheriog  to  tho  rule  laid  down  in  Th^  Clarme 
(12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  a40)  and  The  Keptune 
(12  Moore's  P.  C.  Cases,  346),  will  not,  unlesa 
under  strong  circumstances,  interfere  with  the 
judicial  dnicretion  of  the  Judge  of  the  Court 
below.    Tue^Englakd"    -         -  -     86& 

8.  -— -  In  grautiug  special  leave  to  appeal 
from  a  judgment  in  an  action  in  which  damages 
were  awarded,  the  Judicial  Committee  imposed 
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TnkCmit— continued,  '  BAL7ABE— continued, 

tenns  on  the  Petitioner,  in  addition  to  giving  ;  tnally  conferred,  and  not  for  services  attempted 

security  for  cosl8>  to  find  security  for  the  amount  I  to  be  rendered.    Thb  "  GtafPAn  "   -         *     M6 

of  the  damages  awarded  by  the  jury,  and  u^on  !  KBCUin)t71C   AILXOATA    £T   PBOBATA :     See 

the  compliance  of  such  terms,  ordered  execution  »•  Pleadikg."    3. 

of  the  judgment  of  the  Court  below  to  be  sta>^    bkbVICE  Dff  TWO  CHUBCHBS  COITBTITUTIHO 

9.  The  Judicial  Conunitte©  U  always  re-  j^w".    2. 

luctant  to  inteifero  with  a  matter  of  discretion  g^jp  ^^j^  BHIPPIirG.]-!.  Order  made  by  the 
exerofled  by  the  Courts  m  India,  unless  it  can  be  j^dj^ial  Committee,  on  application  of  the  Be- 
shewn  that  tlio  Court  has  acte^  upon  an  erroneouB  ^jents  in  a  pending  appeal,  for  unlivery  of 

prmoiplo.     Tjug   Bank  of  Hindustan  v.  Thb    ^^  ^^^  ^\^  ^  a  mortgaged  Ship,  the  un- 

EAsniaiN  Financial  Association  -  -  489  ,  j.^^  J^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^hich  had  been  decreed  by 
PXAYSB  BOOK :  See  Ecclesiastical  Law.  4.  |  the  Court  of  Admiralty. — Such  decree  afterwards 
PSnUBOXBGOIOnJinCATIOK:  i^ee  Libel.         I  affirmed,    Thb  **  Jepf'Bavis"        -  -       19* 

FBOFS8SI0KAL  USCOKDITGI :  See  Attorney.    '       2.  It  is   a   rnle  in  cases   of   collision 

-nawrr^  •  Sm  Patfwt     2  '  between  a  Steamer  and  a  sailing  ship,  that  al- 

Z^^^^l^^^^r.^'^  «•  T«n«n>a  i>A  '  though  the  latter  may  have  been  ™lty  of  mLs- 
PBOMHOATIOH  OP  TBBM  OP  LITTIRS  PA-    conduct,  or  may  not  have  observed  the  general 

TEHT :  See  Patent.  steering  and  sailing  Regulations,  yet  the  Steamer 

PBOSTBATIOH'  BT  CELBSRAXT  DtnStIV0  OOK-  '  will  belield  cul|)flblc,  if  it  appears  it  was  in  her 

8X0BATI01I'  PBATXB:  See  Ecclesias-    power  to  have  avoided  the  collision. — Where  a 

TiOAL  Law.    4.  '  Steamer  is  charged  with  having  omitted  to  do 

PE0TB8T:  i5ce  Ecclesiastical  Law.  4;  JmisDic-    something  which  ought  to  have  been  done,  proof " 

r^iQ^,    1.  of  three  things  is  required: — first,  that  it  was 

clearly  in  the  power  of  the  Steamer  to  have  done 
BXOISTEATIOK :  See  Colonial  I^aw.    2.  the  tiring  charged  to  have  been  omitted ;  secondly, 

^     .      ,       .         .„      X  T      11        1     that  if  done,  it  would  in  all  probability  have  pre- 

BXHSABnra.]    a  leheanng  will  not  bo  allowed    y^^if^  the  collision ;  and,  thirdly,  that  it  was  such 
except  under  very  special  circumstances.     ±^x    ^^^  ^^^  ^^  ^^^i^  h^^^.^  oocuiTed  to  any  Officer  of 
parte  Kisro  Nafth  Eoy        -  -  -     274    competent  skill  and  experience  in  command  of  the 

XS8  IKTBB  ALIOS  ACflA:  See  Evidence.    1.         Steamer.— In  cross  suits  between  a  sailing-vessel 

^  __„...^...^  -,    mi  't  I      and  a  Steamer,  the  Court  of  Admiralty  held  both 

BBS  JUDICATA.]    There  were  cross  suits  respect-    ^.^^^j^  ^^  ^^^^^^  ^^^  ^^,„^p^  ^^^  damages  sus- 

ing  a  collision  between  a  Steamer  and  a  bailing-  ^^.^^^  ^^  ^^  equally  divided  between  them.  Such 
vesseL  The  Adiuiriaty  Wt  held  both  to  blanae.  ^^^^  reversed  on  appeal,  as  the  case  of  the 
The  Steamer  alone  appealed  lu  both  suits  :—^eW,  sailing-vessel,  sotting  forth  the  alleged  negUgence 
that  as  the  Sailing-vessel  had  not  appealed  from  ,  ^^  ^^  ^  ^j  ^j^^  Steamer,  had  not  been  prove<l. 
the  decree  which  declared  she  was  in  the  wrong,  r^^j^.  u  Q^ry  of  Antwebp  "  and  The  «  Feiedrioh  " 
such  decree  operated  as  res  judicata  tlrnt  the  aJUe-  r^g 

eations  made  in  her  sait  wei-e  not  substantiated.  *     iv  •  i  j  t. 

The  "Cmr  of  Antweup"    and  The   ^^Fbied-    ^,    3. In  a  (»use  of  coU^ion  promoted  by 

„  "„  ,♦  -  -       25    *li«  owners  of  a  Norwegian  Barque,  against  a 

^^      -  -  -  -  British  Steamer,  in  the  High  Court  of  Admiralty, 

BEBT&AIHT  THPON  AUEVATIOH   OB  INCtTM-    i^  jSngland,  for  damage  done  in  Belgian  waters,, 

S&AHCE:  See  Ccwlonial  Law.    1.  •  alleged  to  have  been  occasioned  by  the  negligent 

BESTEAUrr  roOir  AKnaPAHOH :  see  deed.       w><i  improper  navigation  of  the  steam-v^,  the 

.^^  owners  of  the  Steamship  pleaded,  that  the  vessel 

OEBBMOliISB :  See  Ecclesiastical    y^^  i^  charge  of  a  Pilot  whom  they  were  com- 
T.    4.  '  pelled  by  the  Belgian  law  to  employ.    The  owners- 

EOfiBEBY    BY    S2EVAWT    OP    OKATtJITOTJS    of  the  Barque  replied,  that  by  the  Belgian  law  it 
BAnJEE :  See  Bankers.  is  provided  that  tlie  owners  of  a  Ship  which  has 

.  ,  ^,         done  damage  to  another  by  collision  are  liable  for 

BUBBIO,  00N8TEUCTIOH  OP.    Martin  v.  MAf>    ^^^  damage  notwitlistandiog  tho  vessel  was  in 
KOWOCHIB      -  -  -  -     366    ^5ijajgp  of  a  compulsory  Pilot,  and  although  the 

;  damage  was  occasioned  by  his  negh'gence  or  want 

SAIinrO  BEOTTIATIOKB :  See  Bmp  and  Ship-  '  of  skiU.    The  owners  of  the  Barque  to  this  plea 

pjjjQ     2.  I  objected,  that  even  if  the  article  pleaded  Were 

true,  that  thev  would  not  be  liable  in  the  Court 
SAIirr  LUCIA,  LAW  OP ;  See  Colonl\l  Law.  6.  .  ^^  Adaniralty'in  Jingland.  The  Court  of  Admi- 
8ALyA0E.l  Where,  upon  a  review  of  the  eridenoe  ralty  admitted  tho  plea  of  the  Belgian  hvw:— 
of  the  services  rendered,  tho  Judicial  Committee  Held,  by  the  Judicial  Committee,  reversing  the 
were  of  opinion  (heing  assinted  by  the  Nautical  decision  of  tho  Court  of  Admiralty,  that  the  claim 
Aaseesors  of  the  Court)  that  the  services  per-  being  founded  on  a  tort  committed  m  the  temtory 
formed,  though  highly  meritorious,  were  greatly    of  a  Foreign  State,  the  party  claiming  reparation 


smn  AHB 

Law 


overrated  by  the    Judge    of  the    Court   below, 
thev  i^uced  the  sum  awarded  and  apportioned 


in  a  British  Court  was  not  entitled  to  the  benefit 
of  the  Foreign  law  against  the  admitted  provisions 


for 'salvage  services,  bv  more  than  one -half.— i  of  the  Statute  Law  of  .Knflrtefid  and  the  practice  of 
i5«n5fo-  — Salvage  is  a'  rewanl  for  services  nc-    the  High  Court  of  Admiralty  in  respect  of  com^ 
Voun.— P.  C.  3  2Y 


366 
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4BHIP  AKD  BBnnSQ^continued. 
pnlsory  pilotage,  by  which  no  Buch  liability  as 
provided  by  the  Belgian  law  existed,  as  it  it  con- 
trary to  principle  and  authoriW  to  hold  that  an 
English  Court  will  enforce  a  Foreign  Municipal 
law,  and  give  a  remedy  in  the  shape  of  damage 
in  respect  of  an  act  which,  according  to  its  own 
principles,  imposes  no  liabilitvon  the  person  from 
whom  the  damage  is  claimco.    The  *'  Halley  '* 

[198 

Where,  therefore,  in   a  causo  of  col- 


lision in  which  the  evidence  was  entirely  oral, 
And  the  Judge  of  the  Court  below«  assisted  bv 
Trinity  Masters,  detcnnincd  on  the  evidence  whicn 
Vessel  was  in  fault,  and  decreed  damages  acooid- 
ingly:  the  Judicial  Committee  approving  the 
finding,  affirmed  that  judgment,  and  aismissed_the 
appeal  with  costs.  The 
"  Princess  Alice  "  - 


"Alice*'   and 


The 
245 


flFECIAI  LEAVE  TO  APPEAL :  See  Affeal.  1,  2. 

8PECIPIGATI0K  OF  INVENTIOK :  See  Patent. 

SPECinC  PEBFOBXAHCE.]  In  a  suit  for  specific 
performance  of  an  agreement,  vague  in  its  lan- 
guage, a  Court  of  Equity,  having  regard  to  the 
terms  of  such  agreement,  will  consider  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances,  and  conduct  of  the 
parties  in  dealing  with  the  property  comprised  in 
it,  in  the  interval  between  the  making  of  the 
agreement  and  the  commencement  of  the  suit  for 
its  enforcement. — P.  <fe  Co,  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment in  writing  with  0.  &  Co,  for  the  transfer  to 
them  of  the  unexpired  term  of  a  lease  held  by 
P.  &  Co,  of  land  and  houses  at  Shanghai ;  and  to 
build  or  finish  certain  houses  thereon ;  to  proceed 
with  the  building  at  once ;  to  consult  0.  &  Co.*s 
wishes  in  building  the  houses  then  in  progress, 
and  in  building  other  houses  not  then  commenced. 
O.  &  Co.^  on  their  part,  agreed  to  take  the  term 
so  to  be.transferred,  and  to  pay  a  certain  rent 
divided  into  three  portions,  the  liability  for  each 
portion  to  begin  from  tlie  time  when  the  house  to 
which  that  portion  related  was  finished  by  P.  A 
Co.,  and  possession  delivered  over  by  them  to  O.  d* 
Co,  Both  parties  further  agreed  that  a  proper 
contract  should  bo  drawn  for  their  mutual  exe- 
cution by  a  Solicitor  named  by  them.  No  such 
contract,  however,  was  executed.  Possession  was 
given,  and  the  buildings  altered  by  P.  &  Co.  at 
O.  &  Co.' 8  instance  : — uM^  decreeing  specific  per- 
formance of  such  agreement,  (1),  that  the  terras  of 
the  agreement  expressed  with  sufficient  clearness 
the  intentions  of  the  parties  to  bind  them,  from  the 
time  it  was  made,  to  do  the  several  acts  stipulated 
for  each  to  perform ;  (2),  that  the  stipulation  that 
a  proper  contract  should  be  made  by  a  legal  adviser 
was  GO  isolated  from  the  other  stipulations  in  point 
of  sequence  that  it  might  be  performed  either  di- 
rectly after  the  signing  of  the  memorandum  of 
agpreement  or  when  possession  was  given  of  the  first 
house  specified,  or  at  any  subsequent  time,  either 
before  or  afttr  the  completion  of  aU  or  any  of  the 
houses  to  be  erected : — tidd,  further,  that  that  part 
of  the  agreement  which  provided  that  the  wishes  of 
0.  &  Co,  should  be  consulted  in  erecting  the  build- 
ings was  not  so  vague  or  indefinite  as  to  render 
the  contract  impossible  to  be  enforced,  having  re- 
gard (1)  to  the  surrounding  circumstancesi  and 


8PBCIPIC  PEBTOBMAVCE— «Ofiltiitie<l. 

(2)  to  the  fiact  of  a  part  performance  by  O.  6£  Gb. 
in'req)ect  of  the  buildings  and  alterations  of  the 
houses.    Oxford  v.  Pbovand  -         -     186 

STAKSEOLBSR,  action  against ;  See  Hobse  Racb. 

STATDTO  EXECUnOir  IH  COVET  BELOW  PEED- 
INO  APPEAL.    Stage  r.  Griffith  420 

STOPPAGE  IK  TRAE81TU.]  The  forbearance  or 
release  of  an  antecedent  claim  is  not  a  good  con- 
sideration for  an  indorsement  of  a  Bill  of  lading, 
so  as  to  defeat  an  unpaid  Vendor's  right  of  stop- 
page in  traMxtu, — L,  d:  S,,  carrying  on  business 
in  London  and  Hong  Kong,  bought  goods  of  L, 
I  and  others.  Merchants  at  Manchester,  to  be  shipped 
I  to  their  firm  at  Hong  Kong,  The  goods  were  on 
I  a  ton  months'  credit  and  it  was  agreed  that  re- 
mittances of  proceeds  of  the  sales  should  be  made 
from  Hong  Kong  to  meet  the  acceptances  of  L.  6:8, 
given  for  the  price  of  the  goods,  on  receipt  of  the 
Bills  of  lading.  L.  &  S,  contracted  for  the  car- 
riage, and  shipped  the  goods  in  a  Vessel  they  en- 
gag^,  and  the  Bills  of  lading  deliverable  to  their 
Firm  in  Hong  Kong,  or  their  assigns,  were  signed 
by  the  blaster  and  handed  over  to  L,  <i'  S.,  who 
accepted  the  draft  of  the  Vendors  for  the  amount 
of  tno  purchase.  Before  the  goods  or  Bills  of 
lading  reached  Hong  Kotig,  L.  S.  A  Co.,  being  in- 
solvent, and  pressed  by  two  Banking  Firms  at 
Hong  Kong,  to  whom  they  were  largely  indebted, 
in  consideration  of  their  debt  to  the  Bank  assigned 
to  them  the  "  whole  of  their  property,  premise, 
and  chattels,  specified  in  a  schedule  thereto,  with 
all  the  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  claim,  or  de- 
mand of  L,  6.  &  Co.^  arising  thereout  or  there- 
from." The  schedule,  inter  alia,  enumerated 
•*  AU  goods  and  Bills  of  lading,  or  other  docu- 
ments, for  all  goods  now  on  the  way  hither."  In 
pursuance  of  this  agreement  the  Bills  of  lading 
were  indorsed  and  handed  over  to  the  Banking 
Firms,  to  whom  the  insolvent  circumstances  of 
L.  S.  &  Co.  at  that  time  were  well  known : — Held: 
Yiiet,  that  pre-existing  debt  was  not  a  valuable 
consideration  for  the  assignment,  so  as  to  defeat 
the  right  of  the  unpaid  Vendors  to  stop  the  goods 
in  [transitu,  and — Second,  that  the  iransitus  h^d 
not  ended  before  the  arrival  of  the  goods  at  Hong 
Kong,  as  ihetransitw  continued  while  the  goods 
were  in  charge  of  a  third  party,  contracted  with 
as  Carrier  for  the  purpose  of  forwarding  them. 
RoixsKR  V.  The  Comptoib  d'Eeoompte  de  Paris  888 

STEIXDrO  OFF  THE  ROLLS:  See  Attornet. 

ST7B8TITUTIOE   OF  STOCK :   See  MoRTaAOE  of 
Sheep. 

SUIT  FOB  WAGES :  See  Jurisdiction.    1. 

SUIT   IN    EKOIIBH   ADMIBALTT   GOUBT   to 

recover  damages  for  tort  committed  in  a  Foreign 
country  will  not  lie  if  no  such  remedy  as  that 
sought  is  given  by  the  English  law.  The 
«  Halley"      .         •         -         . 


•     198 


SUSPEKSIOK :  See  Deed. 


TOET  committed  in  Territory  of  Foreign  State. 
Action  for  damages  will  not  he  in  English  Court 
The  "Halley"         -         -         -         -.198 

TEADE.]    Assuming  name  of  firm  or  busincBS : 
See  Family  Name. 
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UBUBT.3  Exposition  and  examination  of  the 
Usury  Laws  of  Lotcer  Canada.  Kixbzkowski  v, 
r>oBiaN     ...  -         -     291 

TAOinsnSBB :  See  Sfecifio  Ferfobuakce. 

TSR3MXB  ASD  FUSGHACOEB :  See  Specibic  Feb- 
formance;  Stoppage  Df  TBANsrrr. 

BE  H OYO :  See  FsLO^nr. 


I 


WAGES,  SUIT  A0AIirfiRr  VOBSIOir  VESSEL :  iSSM 
Jurisdiction.    1, 

WAIVER:  ^ EocussiAffiTCAL Law.    4. 

WILL:  Sle0 (Colonial Law.    1,7. 

WOnonfCh-UP :  See  Cohpromiex. 

WRIT  BE  VI  LAldA  SEXOVEEBi :  See  Eo- 
CLBSiAsnoAL  Law.  3 ;  JuBisDionov.  4« 
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LONDON: 

PBINTEI)  BY  T\ILUAM  CLOWES  A^^)  BON'S,  STASIFOaD  STBEET 

AXP  CIIARIKG  CKOSS. 
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